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FOREWORD 

Recognizing the inportence of soil testing service in 
the context of increasi~g fertilizer·consumption 1 the 
Ministry Of Agriculture 8. Irrigation, Government of 

· · Iridia, had asked ,several Agro-Economic Research Centres 
to undertake an evaluation study on the working of soil. 
testing service. This .Centre .....as asked to take up such . 
a study in Rajasthan• 

The-organisational set up and ·working of soil testing 
··service in Rajasthan have been examined in this study 

on the basis Of available secondary dat~. A field ' . ' . . . 

survey covering 60 beneficiary households and 40 non-' 
-:.;beneficiary hOuseholds was also conducted for the 
reference 'year l979:.eo in order to assess the impact 

·of this service on the farmers' field~. 

The present .study revea:L_s two sattsfactory aspects 
about· the silil testing .service in Rajasthan. Firstly,-. 
the available data suggest that the WOrk of soil test:.. 
ing service has expanded considerabiy during the ~last 
two decades. Secondly, it ~lso reveals that, by and 
large, the method adopted for collecting sou sanples 
has been scienti'fic and satisfactory. 

The present study·has thrown up _some disturbing results 
also. For instance, it has been reported that fertilizer. 
have not been used on any Of the soU tested plots as 
per the recomnendaUons. Similarly, the yield rates · 
have been fOund to be higher on farms using less than 
the recOmmended doses of nutrients NP and NPK. These 
results deserve to be looked into more carefully for 
making thls service more effective. 
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Although soil· testing-service has expanded significantly 
.. '. 
du,r~~g the lasi' two ?;cades in Rajasthan, . there is. a 
need fOr opening more laboratories in order .to enable 

. th~ farmers to avail of the. bene<its of: this service more 
easily. There is' also a· 'need for more· effective follow up 

eytension effort for getting:better results. In this 
connect ion the author ha~ put forward· several sp~c;ific; 
recommendations <or improving the working of this .service 

in Ra,jasthan. 

Shri R. D. Sevak has put in sustained hard work to study 
this crucial ·but relatively· neglected· area :of research • 
j-!e recl?ived \(aluable a'ss istance from Sarvashree. C • F • .· 

Patel, H. M. Verma and s. D. -Purohit. Shri s •. n. Purohit 

has helped in t)le field work, V..Oile Shri H. M·. Verma was 

associated with field work as well as data sheet prepa­
ration. Shri c. F. 'Patl?l was associated with this project 

at all.staoes. Shri. R· M·_ Patel, Deputy Director, provi­

~ed valuable encouragement to the project team ·and 

Offered useful suaoestions/~omments• Dr •. c. H •.. B~baria, 
who has done a use "ul study on this.·· subject for Gujarat, 
provided valuable help in the initilll stages; of this 

project work. The Machine'·rabulation Unit of the Centre 

has, competently handa.cdthe work of data processin·g, 

It is hoped that this study will be found useful by those 

concPrned with. the· problems Of agricultural development 
in Rajasthan. 

Vallabh Vidyaoaoar 

September 9, 1982 
Mahesh Pathak 

Honorary Director 
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CONCLUSlON •ND SUGGESTIONS 

The present research study· was undertaken to 
examine : (i) the orgariizationel set-up of soil testing 
service in the state, (ii) world.ng or sou: testing 
service in the state particularly with reference to . 
Sriganganagar soil testing laboratory (SSl'L) and (iii) 
tbe extent of adoption of soil testing !lervice and the 
factors associated with non-adoption at farm 1eve1 in 
Srigangt>.nagar district~ .. 

the review or perfozmance or soil testini labora­
tories/particUlarly or ssrL, is based on data 
available tor !$ yeer• period tran 19'74- to 1979. The 
extent ot adoption at farm level and :f'aotors associated . 
With non-adoPtion or soil testing service .have been ' 
ascertained by a: sample survey or 6o benef.Lclary :bouse­
holds and 4, non-beneficiary households trpm six 

. difterent villages or Sl:'iganganagar tehsil ~an Sl:'igan­
ganagar distr.l.ct which falls under the juridication of 
SSI'Z.. The r.eterence period tor the fazm level data was 
agr.l.cUlturel year. 1979-80. 

I 
. 
Soil Testing Service in the state 

There are 4- soil testing laboratories situated in 
different parts ot l'hjasthan,ln addition one mobile van 

·is kept at n.trgr>purP. laboratory, Jaipur, The Joint 
Dl.rector, .Agriculture (Sal.l &\rvey) is in-charge ot 
this service at state level.· He is assisted by a 
Deputy Dl.rector1 qricul.ture (Quality Control a: Soil, 
Survey) 1 Il.lrgapura. Soil testiDg service has made 



-ii-

satisfactory progress. The C?pr--city for testing soil 
• samples hp~ in~r~p~e·d. from 5'ooa per ~nrlunr fn''196o-61 
to 90,000 per' ann\l!Il ip 1979-8€>. The actual number of 
soil s:'mples tested ~:~s moveod ;up from-,75'69-in 196o-61 

to 8o ,545': :n. 1979-'80. 

"'' .t Consl.<!-e ring ,-:}!'ears ( 1~l.j. ~ ~~; wi9~ ,(PGP.,o1 ..• ~oge;; 
ther~ .the .best. pe :r'onn11nc.e ,11(-, t_enns )>f,~?,i~ ts~lf~H:~ 
to pe .t.ellted Ftg?.inst sE:~ hrg~~s.was· gi~J1)Y, J?-1!9~~ 
•. • .. ·) .· •.·· -· • - -. ·• · .. J.• :·-,.·~r·:·•-·, 1,:·~- --~ . - J 

llu,rl't _ S8.~A·7q~%) ~and the :low~~t a2~~;f:m(;~t ~!F',S. ~·'I; ,;Jc 

~riganganagar, SU ~?1~ .,_:~l ~~-e_,J,P.~?r~~?~~s,.Rl;l~" .·, 
together had achieved 88 p.Elr c~l\lt_: .~f,. ~h!=J.~ll--~~!' P>~-: 
the five year period. 

The co-ordination bet"Wee-ri ·extenSion staff and 
.- ·_ ·- ,·-.-~.:• .... :_.,: .. ~·- :r_:J~·-·_:1_ .. . ·:_...,_-,(. 

\abor~to~y ,~taff wa~ .folf.i!}l}o.; '9f.)??~: ~t,.;th;Lst~at~,. 
level as. well.as at: j;he labpratory: level. Of the 
.• _ ,;,._ ;·_. __ :': -' . ' .. ', .-,_"~- ....... -.. ') ~;i"."'.!':':;~·r..~:·- .. .;:-; --~----·. 

total .number. of tehsils served by" all the laboratories,. 
'· . .-- ·· _ ; .- -,: ·,:1-.o _:. •·• .~.r:, \ :.JJ<:;•.:~~~:-... ;£·_•,~ :-3 .... ::.· • · 

. about 71 per ce-nt o;r_ the, :te_hsi.l.s' wer.!=J ,at .!!- Oi~tan,ce . .. ... . ... . . < . ·--- ".rTi_·-·· ·' ;::, ..... ·~·i-.-' '-:.'' 

of more than 1.Cl0. km_~·· ,~ ... "' .. ,!!:\ t'·. · ., .. - -. . 
.. / . 

,- • -·· l'\._o; 

:I·'II' !•:;;'c . 
. . . -~ :::iii-\'~~ :. ! 

• • • ; 1.• • "-:::: -~ • •. . 

,, .-wor!dn9 'Of Sri ~ana:gar SoU rTesting · Iabo~t;;.dry 
( $Sl:L) ,, 

Significc.!!£e of SSI'L : 
. . l . :' :' J. ;-.:. ~--

This laboratol'y' has _ffila,J;yseQ. 7~-~~ooo··;Sotl ·samples 
• J I ·• • , ~ 0. ', , ~. ·' :, •- '-. , '-' 

during 197Y-79;· It has'"founa that· in ·Sri~anganaga;r .:'': 
. distript, :the. :nutrtent·..x:;: .1 •• :!3~ )>~tk~p J..f! d.r.r;:Ifning in , 
, the· ~o;tl __ year after .. yea~~. )~~_is. ~la_boratory_. 'f~S),f.ls;t.a:-~ 

bUshed in 1968-69 and, t})e ,are:a ,o.f its juridic.ation, at 
- . • •. - . -• • -· ..... . •• _aJ • ~ .:.- • ·-- .-' • • -~ • •. l. 

preseil_t .. Js, Sriganga,nP.~ar ~z:ll! Bl.~aner1 :~!lt,rir;:t~·-, Water 

tests ~re aJ,.so carrie_d: ~~"'~~ tlJ1:s;:~aJ:>p~tpry •. , ~~-,) 
~lll'!ual _c~pacity oi_te.stiq~,:t;~ ts~)- ~.am,:p.~e~-- :i.n J.97't:.8~ 
was 20 oo~'per''t~ti!rl''~ri'd''t1vll"''lil':·•·~· · · ·~·""'':- , .. ·" ·· . • ·' . · .. .-. .. ...,, _._ "P. • .~.maJ4,lllum pa:R,ac:!,ty 
was 100. . ,. .. · ' · · · .. ~ 
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;pe rfonnance of S& L : 

· • During the period 1974-79, excepting 1977 and 
19'79 the soil samples testedyere below the set 

. ~ . .. . 
target. It was found that the proportion of soil. 
samples 'received through BDO was declining over the 

.·' . 
years. 

The prepond€rent share of the total soil samples 
was claimed by Sr:i.gang~nagar' ciistrict and tehsil as 
compared to other districts :al)c;l tehsils falling 
under. the· jurdication of sgr~· ,The highest number of . . . 
soil samples were tested for'cott6n foliowild by wheat. 
The other.crops'did not ~veal any trend. Majority of 
the soil samples received ·at ssh l.iere during 
pre-kharif and pre-rab+ per:i.od. The results of sal.l 

' ·, . ~ . \. 

test were not always despatched in time prior to 
kh.arif and· rabi seasons '!>~cause of the' prevailing 
backlpg of work. The trend .of inflow of soil samples 

. was found to be seas'onah ·The ABC demonstration 
'results had proved the ~up~riority of soil test 
recanmendations,:over other two practices viz. general 
departmental recommencw.tions and practic.es .'followed 
without f':lrtilizer use. 

-· .. 
_r III 

Use of Soil iiestlng. ·Service at~ ':Farm level 

. Characteristics : The available .. Primary data. sug!S~s-
:'-· 

ted that the bene~ciary households enjoyed be,tter 
.:~ .• , ' 1.- . • 

socici-eco~~ic, stat11-s.as, canpared to rion-beneficiary 
households. 

~';,e~~ge under Extens'ion Service .; Consult.~:tion of the 

extension. 'N'Orkers was appreciab~e .for bpth. ~rolips of 
. ' - '; .' . : ,) ' ~ -- . 

households. This was parliicuJ.arly due_ to .the B3nor 
scheme. 
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..Awareness : The awa~ness about existence of soil 

tE-sting laboratory in the' district was higher among 
beneficiary household~ than non- beneficiary house-. 
holds. fuwever, the 'awareness !'bout getting the sof.l 
tested directly 'by pa}ririg fees was poor among both 

groupS of households. 

The Beason for Non-adoption : The reasons given for 

non-adoption of soil t~~ting in order 'of importance 
. ' - -~ . ,. ' . : 

were as follows : (i) ignorance 'about· sail testing 
racility (5'1%), (ii) no ina;]cir problem (2o%l, {iii) 
sail .. was tested prior t~ re.ferenbe period·{17.5%l t 
(iv) non-a~ailabl,lity .of VLW1 s service (7.5~-t. and 
( v't apathy towards soil testing service (5%1. : 

Details about Soil Samples : 

Crops covere...l!, : The following three crops 'viz. 

Anerican cotton, wheat and gram were cov'ered under 
' . ' 

sail testing. Majority of the households had sent 
soil samples for one crop only. 

~ons covered : J. majority of the beneficiary: • 

households (56l had sent soil samples. for one season 
only. This is sanewhat surprising for an area with 
better irrig~tion facility. 

Recurrence of soil samples : .About 4o per cent of 

beneficiary households were not new. to this serv1c~ 1 
i.e. _24 beneficiary households had adopted soi~--·:·. :'. . 
testing prior to the ;reference p~.riod which indicates 
their faith and interest in sail testing ser-d~~. · 

. ;.'Fertilizer u'se level.:. On none of the sail. tested 
~ . 'i ' . -· 

>plots fertilizers in tenns 9f. .nut ri~?nts N{;K ~e~ ·· 
applied ·as per t'he .recanmen~ion of, s~i1 te~ting· 
laboratory. · · · 
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Fertilizer use level and yield~~! :·.The superiority 

in tenns of per hect~re yield (kgs,/hect,) of soil 
tested plots over non-tested soil plots either of 
beneficiary or non-beneficiary farms .was proved only 
in the case of wheat. Such superiority ,.,as not esta­
blished in the 'case of J.merican cotton and gram. The 

. I ,. 

yield rates were found to be higher on the fanns 
using less than the recanmended doses of soil testing 
laboratory for nutrients NP and .NPK. as canpared to 
those using higher doses. . . 

Method of soil sample collection : .fA majority of the 

sal..l samples taken were found satisfactory 'With respect 
to ~1ierage area covered per soil sample, the nmnber of 
spots represe11ted per ,soil sample; the quantity of sal..l 
collected per soil' sample, the depth of- layer of soil 
sample and, inst.rument used 'for collecting the soil 

. . ' . . - . ' 

sample,. 

~ttitud~Opinion : It is heartening to note that 

majority of the. sample beneficiary households reported 
satisfaction with the. service, The main·: souree of 
awarene~s for sal..l, test~n~ service was nw followed by 
other farmers and ~BC dem()~stration plOts. N::> benefi­
ciary had reported his ignorance about soil sample 
collection. oril.y three households had reported that 
the soil' test results were not communicated to than, . ' . 
The remaining households. reported that these results 
were not conveyed in time, The services of VLW to 
explain the results of the soil test were not available 
to majority of the households, Some beneficiaries were 
not happy with the present position of the SsrL in 
tenns of soil testing facility for the micro-nutrient 
test. 
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Specific Suggestions : 

1. 

2. 

The co-ordination between extension staff and 
laboratory. st~f:t' .at state level as weil at 
laboratory level needs to be improved. 

With a view to .launch intensive follow-up work 
of soil test recomniendati.ons, the. laboratory 
should be strengtMned by: proViding exteri:sion 
cell. 

3. The replacement of old· equipment s should be 
considered at the end of every five years. 

4. Provi-sion of two diesel-based vehicles in·st·e!ld 
of ~;me petrol vehicle should be considered to 
fa~iiitate intensive follow-up work of s~il 
test recommendations in addition to routine work. 

5. To aval.d the problans which arise in the absence 
of electricity, a provision of generator for 
the laboratory should also be_ made •. , 

6. Facility for micro-nutrient tests like Zn, Fe 

and l?orone should be provided in the laboratory 
,.r.l.th a view to sati'sfy the demand fran farmers 
for crops like sugargane, sugarl:xi.t, wheat and 
fodder. 

?. The amount grante,d per sample was found to be 
static in relatio~ to rising cost of mater.:i:!b. 
almost every year. The amount given- per so:Ll 
sample to be tested should be increased keeping 
in view the price rise. 

8. lit_ present about ?1 per cent of the teh sils Jie 

at a distance of more than 100 lmls. fran the 
sail testing laboratories. Secondly, inflow of 
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soil samples was also found to be seasonal. 
New laboratories may be opened keeping in 
view the above factors. 

9. In order to increase the coverage of soil 
testing service, the soil sample test should 
be made compulsory for demonstration plots, 
crop cutting harw.st competetion and hybrid 
seed production plots etc, 

10. Facility of mobile van should be provided in 
villages once in a season prior to sowing and 
soil test results should be explained to 
farmers on the site, 

11. The JJ3C demonstration plots and documentary 
films for soil testing service should be 

arranged in the villages for the propogation 
of the soil testing service, 

12. .Arrangement may be made to send sal.l test 
reports directly to cultivators and this 
report should also be self-explanatory. 

13. <A token charge may be levied for soil sample 
test. This would reduce the financial 
strengency faced by the laboratory, 

14. The follow-up work of soil test reccmmendations 
should be intensively launched by the 
laboratory staff itself. 



C HAP .T E R • • I 

I N..T R 0 DUCT I 0 N 

Fertilizer use without first testing the soil is 
like taking medicine 'Without first consulting a physi­
cian to find out what is needed. In the absence. of·. 
fertilizer recommendation based upon soil test, a 
farmer ~ay be providing either too much or too little 
of neutrients required by plants. This not only means . . 
an uneconomical use .of fertiUzers, but in some cases 
€.rop yields may be actually reduced because of the wrong 
kinds or amounts of fertilizers. Thus, soil.testing 
helps in balanced and appropriate application of ferti­
lizer. 

The success or this service depends on how scien­
tifically' the' soil samples have. been collected. Several 
factors 'such as instl'UIIent used, :depth of the soil 
collecti:ia, number of spots for soil collection are 
important for the efficacy 'of this service. Apart from 
scientific soil testing,·· optimum fertilizer application 
depends upon several other factors a.s follows : Whether 
t~e reports of soil sami>le reach the' ~armers ? It they . . 
reach to farmers, whether the· farmers understand them ? 

Again, whether the. farmers adopt the fertilizer xeco-
J. ' ' 

mmendations tully,; o.:r not ? 

The soil testing services have been in operation 
in different parts of the country for over t"WO decades. 

•f • - ' • • 

Thel« aie about 2?4 soil teisting laboratories in the 
country 'With a total capacity of analysing about I!() 
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million soil samples annually. The major problems 
posed before this serVice are : lack of follow up of. 
recommendations by fatiners insome areas, underutiii­
zation of installed dapariity of laboratories. and . 
adoption of lower doses of fertilizers than recommended 
on the basis of soil teSt, .This study has been under-· 
taken to study ~~the operat;i.onal· and/or 
socio-economic reasons for the existance of such· 
problans. 

Objectives 

This study has been undertaken with the following 
objectives : 

1. study.the organizational set up.of soil 
testing laboratories 1ri the state with a 
view to identify problems involved in 
their effective functioning and suggest 
measures for improvement, 

' . 

... 

' 'f ~ 

2~ study the working of soil testing labora,.,.' 
tories in tenns of number of soil sample~ 
tested, seasonal arrival and despatch of 
soil samples and crop-wise soil samples· 
tested. 

3. study the ext.ent of adoption of recommen­
dation made by soil testing laboratories, 

4. Identify t.he factors associated with 
non-adoption of recommendations. 

Coverage and Methodology' 

I 

The present study has been .divided into thzee 
chapters. The objectives and methodology of this study 
have been discussed in Chapter I. A detailed study of · 
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the soil testing service.in Rajasthan has been carried 
out in the second chapter~ Such a detailed study. is 
based on the soil testing laborato.ry located ~t Srigan­
ganagar. It has been. selected purposively because this 
soii testing laboratoryhas been in operation since 
1968. Its performance was also reported to be relatively 
better as compared'to oth.er laboratories •. Ri.nally, it 

. - . ~ ~ 

was also reported that the follow Up wo~k in the area 
covered by this laboratory was relati veiy better. 

The third chapter is ba~edon' the micro level 
study to assess the impact of soil tes~ing service 
used by famers. The sample survey .was undertaken in 
Sriianganagar district whi,~h is under .the jurisdi~tion 
Sl'L located at Sriganganagar. The seJ,.ection of Srigan­
ganagar district was purposive· because majority of the 
soil samplefi re.ceived.at the SsrL were f1:6m this· . 
district dur.l.ng the. re:(erence P!3rio~ 1979-:80. \dthin 
Sriganganagar: .. dis'l;rict, the tahsil which. had sent the 
largest _number of soil s~les to the labo~atory was 
seJ ect ed and accordingly Sriganganaga.r. tahsil· was . . . . . ' . 
selected. The same procedure was adop~ed for: selection 

. ' .J .. . : : • • ( 

of .villages also. V:l,llage.s with large ·number of soil · 
samples and.better participat-ion ()f farmer's during 

• - • ,. ' ' J ' . . .· 

1979-80 were selected. While )collecting the data regard-
ing villags-wise soil samples sent to ssn., it was 
·found that as against. the total n~ber or soil samples 

. I 

the participation ratio of the "•farmers .was little lass 
than one-third. Hence,J.t was decided to select those 
villages frGm where atleast 10, 1'armers had participated. 

---------~-----------------. ' . . . ' . ' 

tbder Sriganganagar Soil Testing Laboratory ( SSTL) in 
the beginning the following districts, Viz., (1) 
Sriganganagar, (11) Bi.kaner·; (iii) Churu, (iv) Sikar 
-were covered and dur.l.ng the, reference· period only 
Sriganganagar and Bi.kaner,districts were under its 
juridication. . .. ·· · 

. :·,. 
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Such villages were arranged in ascending order and 
' first six· villages. were. f.!.nally selected. S:I.JCI;y 
~ne.ficiary householdS· (those v1hose soil samples were. 
r~corded at SBrL) were selected randomly by propoll-

.. tional allocation to total number of beneficiaries in 
these six villages. In order· to select 40 non- benefi­
ciary households fro~ these 6 villages, the allocation 
ratio or weightage ratio worked out' in the case of 
beneficiary households in a viilage was adopted and 
accordingly the non- bene f.!.ciary ·households from each 
village were selected randomly •. Thus, in all 40 non­
-beneficiaz:ies rrou;: these 6 villages were selected 
rancix;>mly by propo,rd.onal allocatio!l method. 

Schedules 

:!buseho1:d. Schedule The' hou·sehold schedule for 
'. 

beneficiaries covered aspects such as adoption of soil 
testing service by farmers, their attitude and behavi-

• Ji . 

opi,towards the service, accessibility and use of 
extensiOn serVice .. by farmers. The schedule 'for non-

, - : • - '·- -..I 

- beneficiary households c9vered factors affecting 
. . , • • ' . • . . I . 

non-adoption of soil testing service. Moreover, . .f'Qi' both 
types of houseoolds, data on socio-economic characteris­
tics and culti~tion practices 'have,, been collected. 

.. ·· 

2. Schedule for STL : · Under this schedUle, infoma-

tion on the number ·or soil samples tested·' during 197$ 
to 1979 1 their class:!.ficat.~oh according to month-wise 

, arrival and despatch of s~il samples ahd· crop-wise soil 
sample t.epted during the same period have been covered. 
Moreover, contigent expenditure ·for· carrying out tests 
for soil samples as well number''of tehsils covered 
under each laboratory have been covered.. 

'· 



Reference Period 

Vbrking of SSrL has been reviewed on tbe basis of 
five year data from 1975 to 1979. The reference period 
for the farm level data is the agricultural year 1979-
801 i.e, from June :J979 to May 1980. .. ·~ 

Method of I:a.ta Collection 

The beneficiary households were assessed on the 
basis of a list provided from SsrL fo.r the year 1979-80 
for the seiected six via.;tages and the da~a from bene­
ficiary and non- beneficiary. households were collected 
during the course of one round of fieid survey conducted 
during April-May 1981 for the reference period 1979-80. 
The data for various sr1 in the state were collected 
with the help of schedules devised for sr1. These data 
were collected by holding personal interview with the 
concerned officials •. 



CHAPTER . . II 

SOIL TESTING 

RAJASTHAN 

SERVICE IN --

The following aspects have beert discussed in this 
chapter : (i) wrking of soil testing service in 
Bajasthan, (ii) wrking of Sriganganagar soil testing 
laboratory particUlarly with reference to Sriganganagar. 
district and tehsil. 

I 

WOrking of Soil Testing Service in Bajasthan 

state Level Organization : At state level the. Jt, 

Director, Agriculture (Soil, Survey) is in-charge of this 
unit, He is assisted by Dy. lll.rector, Agriculture 
(Quality Control & Soil Survey) who has been provided 
with the required staff tor this can. The Dy. Director, 
.AgricUlture looks after the wrking of various soi.l. 
testing laboratories (stationery) and mobile testing 
van in the state. There are 4 soil testing laboratories 
situated in different parts of the state and one mobile 
van 'Which lies at Jaipur and covers almost the entire. 
state, The details of location and area of juridication 
of different soil testing laboratories in the state has 
been provided in Table II,1, In the initial years ( 1958 
to 1960) the facility of soil testing service in the 
state was started with the aid of Government of India. 
Hence, the first soil testing laboratory (Sl'L) was 
established at Jodhpur in 1958 and thereafter subsequent 
srLs at Jaipur, Kota and Sriganganagar were established 
in 1968-69, 
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Working of the Different Laboratories in the state : 

Tab!. e II. 2 provides infonna:t.ion pertaining to annual 
soil testihg capacity and actual soil samples tested 
by the four laboratories during 1960-61 to 1979-80. 
This table shows that soil testing service has made 
considerable progress starting from 5000 samples to be 
tested per anntm1 in 1960-61 to 9.0,000 per anntml. The 
actual ntm~ber of soil samples tested has increased from 
7569· in 1960-61 to 80545 in 1979-80. :Ebwever, since 
1975-76 onwards. the actual achievement is below the 
target. in the state. 

LabOratory-wise Working· during the last 5 years 

(1975:.76 to. 1979'-'80) :. Table II.3 provides data ii.bout 

t_he installed capacity and actual utilization at each 
, ., · . . The best peri'onnance l.B. 

labOratory during 1975'-79zshown by the furgapur soil 
teSting l'aboratory with 108 per cent capacity utiliza­
t:tori1d.uring the five year period. The capacity 
utilization was ·the lowest. in case of Sriganganagar soil 
te.sting Ia.bol'atory (71 per cent) .• 'fhe capacity utiliza­
tion for all iaboraturies put together was about 88 
per cent for the five yea~ period •. 

. Co-ordination :· The ·success of this programme largely 

depends on ifhe co-operation of the extension staff with 
the STL ir{c~ilecting the soil samples scientifically 
from farmers field and thereafter in explaining the soil 
testing recommendations tci the fanners. At all levels, 
i.e. at state level as well as at laboratory level it 
was found that co-ordination betv.een these two agencies 
~ ;J 

was rather poor. 

The :t-eed f2!,_ Raising Soil Testing Capacity : Table II. 2 

·shows that the soil testing service has' got inomenttml in 
.t_he state during last five years. This service could get 
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further momentum by reducing the area of juridication 
for each laboratory, Data provided in Table II, 4 
reveals that about ?1 per cent of the total number of 
tehsils served by all the laboratories lie at a, 
distance of more than 100 kms. Secondly, as a resUlt 
of longer distance of tehsils from sr1, the bUlk of the 
soil samples are from nearby tehsil or district (see 
Table II,?). Hence, larger number of farmers can be 
covered under this service by establishing either more 
of stationery sr1 or mobile van. 

The leed to have Extension Cell with SrL Though the 

progress with respect to soil samples to be tested has 
been satisfactory, its qualitative impact remains 
unexplored. Are the soil samples. collected s.cientifi­
cally ? Whether the farmers folllw the recommendations 
or not ? What benefits are achieved by those who follow 
the recommendations ? Why some farmers are not follow-
ing the recommendations ? These questions remain 

J 

unexplored. :tb provision for this has been made either 
at the state level or at laboratory level to look· ip.to 
the· follow-up work of soil testing. 

The state level offi.~ials fQOlthat each.laboratory 
shoUld be strengthened by providing a small extensioil 
cell to look after the follow up work. Thus, the 
laboratory staff woUld be in direct contact with the 
fanner community, 

II 

WOrking of Sriganganagar Soil Testing Laboratory 
(SsrL) 

Significance of SsrL : During the last five years this 

laboratory has analysed~bout ?0,000 soil samples. These 
samples revealed that nutrient K, i.e. potash is now 
declining in Sriganganagar district soil year after year 
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(for details see Table II.)). Before five years its 
percentage was high. It has been reduced to medium 
level and it may decline further to .lower level. Thus, 
there.is a need to apply nutrient K along with other 

. nutrients requireod for the crop. Even the research 
f'arm results has- also indicated that i.f 4 kgs./hect. 
of nut;rient K is applied, the yield of wheat can 
increase py about ·1 to 2 quintals per hectare. This 
laboratory has made a usefUl contribution in this 
district by indicating the need of nutrient Kin the 
soil. The farmers are advised to use 'required level 

'-of potash for the crop tas per recommendation of SSJ:'L) 
so that plants. can be sa~d from pest and diseases. 

~rking of Sriganganagar Soil Testing Laboratory(SSJ:'L) 

'' .. ' ' 
Admirlistrative Set-up and Coverage : The soil testing 

laboratory at Sriganganagar was established in 1968-69. 
Its' ~rea of operation since the beg:i.nn:tng included 
Sriganganagar, Churu, ~kaner and Jhunjunu districts. 
In the re_cent years "('i979~8o and 1980-81) the Churu, 
S:l.kar and Jhunjunu have been attached with 'D.ugapura' 
laboratory. Wa,ter. ;test has also been carried out in 

_this soil testing laboratory. 
' . 

The annual capaci'ty of .. testing the soil sample in 
_the year 1979-80 was 20 1000 and the per day maximum 

capacity is 100. · ' !. 

staffing Pattern . : Assistant Agricultural Chemist is 

in-~harge of this soil testing laboratory. · He is 
assisted by one research assistant, one. junior soil 

. analyst and three labor~tory assistants· in addition to 
required administrative staff for the. laboratory. The 

·details can be seen in T&ble II.6. 
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Suitable changes in the staff pattern may· be 
required to take up follow up work of.soil test 
recommendations for the beneficiary farmers and also· 
to impart training to panchayat level and villag~,· 
level staff regarding the scientific method of soil 
sample collection. as \vell for explaining the recommen­
dation of soil tests after converting suggestedN, P, 
K to a particUlar brand of fertilizer: 

i) The post of Assistant Chemist Soil Test 
(Class I)· shoUld be considered for 
up-gradation ~·s Df• Director for soil testing 
and this post be suitabiy strengthened by 
providing the assistance of three Assistant 
Soil OfficE>rs (Chenistry). Of the three 
Assistant Soil Officers, one Will be in-charge 
of technical or an·alytical work in the labora­
tory, while other twq will look arter fo1low-up 
work for reconmiendation to beneficiary farmers. 

11) Two laboratory assistants attached to each 
.Assistant Soil Testing,pft.l.cer shoUld be 
provided, as supporting extension staff for the 
collection of soil samples, ' 

Rlsearch 
iii)A.t panchayat samiti level Assistant AgricUlturaL 

Officer shoUld be posted who will guide the 
extension st• ff for COll•cCting tl:Ju S·:>il sample 
scientifi~ally. 

Equipment • • Iibr the analysis of micro-nutrient like 

Zn, Fe and lbrone facility in tenns ofimplements, 
machinery and chemical required shoUld be provided in 
the laboratory. This is essential particUlarly because 
the crop pattern of the district has undergone' signifi­
cant change, Crops like wheat, sugarcane and sugarbit 
woUld require above-mentioned tests which are at present 
not carried out in the laboratory. 
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Secondly, .facility o.f generator "ouJ.d help to 
opE:rate the machinery ::.::1 the absence o.f electric 
pO\·r~r. Moreover, it is necessiiry to replace old 
implements at the end o.f every .five years. 

Vehicle : 

.At present one petrol jeep has been provided. \\ 
With the given budget for petrol, the mobility o.f tbe· 
staff .for ABC tri"ls, .fertility surveys and for 
.follow-up work is restricted. Therefore, there is a 
need to provide atleast two diesel vehicles to the 
laboratory insteed o.f one petrol vehicle. As a resUlt 
the operating cost may increase marginal1y, but H 
woUld, enable the laboratory to undertake its work 
relating to the ABC trials, fertility survey ·and 
follow up work more vigorously. 

,_, I , . ~ ' . 

Performance of SSI'L 

The performance of SSI'L during 19?5' to 19?9 ' 
with res::1~ct to nu.'11ber of soil sample tested, the 
crop..: wise .soil sample tested, monthly arrival and 
desp~:tcb of. soil s::rnples may be examined. In addition 
to this the details of ABC plots condticted in 1979-80 
has also been discus.sed. The above analysis has been 
carried out. with reference to : (i) per.fozmF:nce o.f 

,, SSfL as a whole, (ii) .~igungan~,gar district and 
·· Sriganganag"'r t ehsil. 

Soil Samples Tested 

In Table. II. 7 information pertcd.ning to soil 
sample tested at SSI'L and its bre;;k up for Srigt!nga­
nagar district and for s~e tahsil has been provided. 
This infozmation is for the period 1975 to 1979. 
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The table shows that axcept 1977 and 1979 in all 
other three years the soil samples tested were 'l;lelow 
the set target (15,000). Secondly, of the soil samples 
tested some soil samples are directly collect~("_ by 
laboratory staff t.o nn!p(;re soil rertUity m,>:J. Their 
share was in the range of 34 to 54 per cent; while 
share of samples from BOO was in the range of lKi to 
64 per cent. But excepang 1978, year aft,r 'i"r>.r t!~ 
ext:~nt of scil sac~les s,''1t; t tu·ou:-:t~ Bib in the total 
soil Sf~·-:ple is decreasing. This is particUlarly due 
to weak coordination between laboratory staff F.l1d 

' BID's staff. This can be improved by .;stablishing 
better coordination between these two agt':Tlcies. 

· The table s.hows thot excepting 1977 (4o%) and 
1979 <49%.> the s.l¥ire of Sriganganagar district in 
the total samples tested was around 6o :9er cent, 
whereas the share of Sriganganagar tehsil varied in 
the range of 14.6 per cent in 1977 to 43.9 per cent 
in 1978. Thus, the share claimed by Sriganganagar 
district as well by Sriganganagar t ehsil was highest 
as coopr~red to otrer districts and tehsils which 
fall W'.cer tee juridication of this laboratory, This 
is partly due to nearness of ssr1. It is also dl.lS to 
the fo:ct til~.t tiUs dist;rict and. tcl1S'll ""-~·c ,regre­
ssive in cu1.'.:-ive.·~ion artd. they hc.v..-~ a· s01mc1. irrigation 

• • base \bich induced tbE!Il to use more· of fert1Jj.zers 
as compsred to other dist.ricts end. .te.t:sils. 

Cron-wis~ Soil Samules 

The crop-\,1.SS detE;ils of soil samples' tested. 
has been furnished in Table II. B.· The table shows 
that by and large {excepting 1976 and 1977) the 
highest number of soil sempl,es tested -were c,;rried 

--------------------------• • • 

Pbr rertil1zer us~ see Table II.9. 



13 

out for cotton follo~d by wheat. other crops did not 
reveal any trend. Ibwever, they include ct., in ord~r or 
m.m~rical impor.·tf.lnco, .su~arbit 1 sugarcane and bajri. 
The number of soil sa1113Jl'~s for t·hese craps has sub­
stantially. declined from .1975 to 1979. 

Arrivo;l and I'espatch of SoilSampie 

·Tables II.10 and II.11 provide month-wise infor­
mation about arrival and despatch of soil s<;!'!ples in 
the S&rL during 19?5' to 19?9. The following conclu-
sions are drawn fl'om these tables 

' 

T.be major share of the total number of soil 
Saiiil>les arri Vtld at lc.boratory during t.he t!I0-:11: hs of . . 
March, April, May, Septsnber, october and :tbvember. 
Tbe proportion of 'soil IU::mpll:!s during thestl "llonths 
varied from ?1 per cent in 19?8 to 92 per cent in 
19?9. The pro!)ortion of soil i?"mples des,l!tched from 
the laboratory during the abOve. months (except ~une 
and September) varied fl'om ?9 :per. cent in 19?6 to 90 
per cent in 1979• The arriva'l."and d.e&P~tch of soil 
samnles fl'om the laborP.tory w~s' g:merBlly concl':\ntra­
ted dur.l.ng pre-kharif and pre-rabi per.l.od.s, l'St\\'Elen 
the t-wo periods, the bUlk of the arrival and despatch 

· or soil samples fl'om the laborat.ory was during 
pre-kharif period. ; ... 

:. ' 

Table II.12 pro"(,Ldes data on number of soil. 
samples desp~•tched ;f'rom SSI'L as against the arrival 
or soil samples in the laboratory during the same 
months. 

"' This tatile shows that,. ,except in JUly 19?5', in 
all citber y .. a.rs tor the following inonths viz., May, 
June, JUly, August, :tbvsnber :{except :tbvanber) 19?9) 
and Decanber the iuirnber bf soil samples despatched 
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was higher than for arrival. This was because :f;he 
labol'atory cleared of the r.ork load of p.revio•ts 
months~ This ,indicat~s that results of soil testing 
were not despatched in timP. ,rlor to SO\~ing in 
kharif and rr..bi seasons. There is no justification 
for such de.l.~:y because· in no month laboratozy staff 
had to exert more for test£ng the soil sar~les beyond 
• 

its capacity (100 samples per dal•) •• ,Thusr there is· 
consider<'ble scope for minimistn2 t.he P"r:i:o;o- of delay 
in despatching the soil S<'!!l'?les from lt:~boratoJ:y• 

. ' 

ABC trials conducted in 19?9-80 

Table II~ 13 provides information pertaining to 
ABC demonstration trials conducted: in 19?9-8o in the 
state. The objective of the soil testing is to 
achieve b,11:::nced fertilizer use so as to obtain -; 

. ., ., .... ~ 

higher pro tit p-:-r hectare of cultivated land. Th:):"s,,;: 
is clearly evi~nced fro•!! tJl,. ruslJJ.ts cited in Tabie 
II.13 foi,'net prof.it achieved : (i) w:Ltho~t fertili~e.~ 
use, (ii) as per departmental recommendation, and 
(Hi) as per soil testing recormnendations. _ 

.. '1' 

The trialls were conducted for the follo\ving four 
crops : {1) wheat, {2) paddy, (3) jowar, and {4) ·~­

cotton {Bl.kaneri nerma). In all tre crops and in each 
:Variety of .wheat the. per hectare net prof.it vros 

high"'r in cP-se of -or?ctices based_on soil.test than 
on gener>Jl deuartment.,l racormnendation; bir:l all . 
varieties wheat (excepting Raj 921 wheat) and other 
crops. The difference in per hectare net profit. was­
more attractive. It varie.d from Rs.195' per hectare in 
case of cotton (Bikaneri nerma) to Rs.?o8 ;l'or paddy. 
In the case of wheat (excepting wheat Raj· 921) it 
varied from Rs. 226 for Kaly-ansona (·conducted at . _ 
government farm bundi) to Rs.5?3 for the same variety 
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(but trial conducted at Kachadi Kota). Thus, the 
resuJ.ts of research conducted under these three 
different conditions proved that use of soil testing 
recommendation has a.significant positive impact on 
net profit. 

Cost per Soil Sample Tested 

Table II.14 provides informatiorl-regarding cost 
per soil sample tested w.l.th two different components 
viz. (i) variable cost, and (ii) total: cost (variable 
+ fixed). These data have. been analysed ·separately 
for samples tested for cuJ.tiva,tors and for labora­
tories and cUltivators tdgather. If the sample 

: collected by laboratory staff are not taken into 
account, the· cost per soil· sample sent through BID and 
cUltivators is higher. The expected normal cost per 
soil sample tested is arrived at by considering the 
soil samples collected by laboratory ·starr; to ,.P.z;epare 
soil map of the district. &lcorldly, ~if both typ;es of 
samples are considered.togather, the amount granted 
from time. to time is round to be inadequate looking 
to ·increase in the samples and also the price rise 
taking place year after year. 

!suipments 1 

; . 
. J : 

III 

Problems of Soil Testing· Service 

Many equipment s owned ;by the l.aboratory aN qUite 
old. Such equipment s shoUld be replaced considering 5 
years as the average life for equipments in the labo­
ratory. 



.!_~ficient budget : 

The present ·budget provision for this programme 
· is inadequate. The budget per soil sample tested is 
more or less static as compared to increase in the 
price of materials and equipments required in the. 
laboratory.· H:lnce budget provision shouJid be made 
keeping in view the increase in the price ·of materials 
and equipments required for the laboratory. 

~asonal inflow of samples : 

The trend of inflow of samples is seasonal and, 
as a resUlt, soil sample testing and despatch of 
recommendations before sowing season becomes diffi­
cUlt. The need for establishing additional laboratories 
and/or raising the capacity of existing laboratori~s 
shoUld be examined keeping in view the seasonal, ... 
workload. 

Mobility problem : 

Looking to wide juridication of the laboratory, 
and the need for supervision of follow up work of ' 
soil test r.ecommendation, 'provision of onJ.y one .jeep 
is insufficient~ There shoUld be atleast two jeeps; 
one can be used at the headquart~r for supervision, 
while second can be utilized for follow up· work such 
as 'demonstration plots and to attend cluster meetings 

' . ' 
in different villages •. _Mobile testing van shoUld also 
be provided in the potential. district. This arrange-
. ' J~ (,1. . 

ment woUld help to cover large area in a stipUlated 
time. 

!:.;;.ro~bl;;;;..e..;;m~o..;;f_t,;..a;;;r;..:g;:.;e;...t..;;.s : 
' i . . '': 

The achievement of targets depends oil two 
agencies, viz., (i) the extension staff w.hci ·,send soil 
samples to the laboratory, and (ii) laboratory staff 
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who te·st the soil samples and make. recommendations. 
It was reported that whatever soil samples were 
received from extension staff were sent to cUltiva­
tors after making necessary test and recommendation. 
Therefore, any lag in achiev.l.ng targets is due to 
the extension staff who. send inadequate number of 
samples to t.he laboratory as against set targc;t, 
IDle efficiency of the laboratory shoUld be consi­
dered on the basis of number of soil samples received 
from extension staff and the number of 13amp1es tested. 

Communication of resUlts to cUltivators : 

At present the repo:rts of soil s~les tested 
are sent directly to concerned VL'Vrtilrough BID, 
Thereaf!;er VLW is supposed to explain the ·resUlts and 
recommendations to the farmers concerned. Ibwever, 

field \~?£1rr:tion carrie~ out· for this study 
EP s arran~me-n' 1 I . . 

revealed1nas not workea satisfactor ly~ · . t is, 
therefore, suggested that the soil sample reports 
shoUld be sent directly to cUlt! vators, This woUld 
involve considerable postal expenditure, If the 
postal author.ities provide concession for this use:f'ul 
soci~l service, thiS wom is likely to be facilitated. 
If it is deci_ded to send the reports directly, the 
form of the report shoUld bff simplified so that 
farmers .caii 1easily understand them. 

Extension of laboratory : 

Looking to the change in crop pattern w:l. th the 
introduction of new crops like sugarcane, sugarbit 
and also other crops such as wheat and fodder, the 
micro-nutrient test like zn, Fe and Ebron are required 
respecti veJ.y, Laboratory facility for such micro­
-nutrient test shoUld be created. 
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Problem of co-ordination : 

Lack of co-ordination is reported between labo"­
rat.ory staff and ext~ns:lon staff. Better co-ordination 
between these two agencies shoUld help in improving 
coverage of soil testing •. Its qualitative effect on 
the agricultural economy is also likely to be signi­
ficant. 

!1ectricity problem : 

Absence of electricity disturbs the work of soil 
sample test in the laboratory • .An electric generator 
shoUld be provided to overcome this difficUlty. 

Problan of staff 

ef.tect~ePresent staff is not inadequate. Ibwever, 
Lsoil testing service needs thorough follow Up work and 

for this a small "extension cell" should be attached .. 
to laboratory. 

Suggestion about popUlarity to ST service : 

To make soil testing service more popUlar and 
effective the soil sample test shoUld be made compuJ.- , 
sory for those farmers who 'participate in denonstra­
tion plots, crop cutting harvest competetion, hybrid 
seed production plots programme etc. 
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Tables u.1 
Are·a of Juridica\ion of d ~fferent Soil Testing La bora to:rtes 
in Rajasthan. 

o 00 0 0 I o •'o • o o • o o o 0 O''O 0 o 0 o •'o o•o•o 1'1"1 I o•o o •'o • o O"T o ••opO' 0 o'o o 0 '"T"' o o 0'f"T'O...., . . . .. 
. • .... ·.- ·- ··,· ~- ........... -- --::.;-·7 

--------------------~---------------~----------------------Sr. Laboratories ~A~a .of~juridi-. ~ .Ilu;r;il:lg .1919:..ao 
.No. located-at ·ca-tion--- --- · -- ------

--------------·--- ----------------District :rehsUs No.of Distant 
_ _ _ TehsUs villaqe 

- -eovered servod 
., ........... · .-, ,., , · · ....... _ ....... _ .. ···· · ..... ~. · · ..... · ._., ......... ,.., · ......... ·······tin 'knlSf) 
................ ........... -- ...... ---- ·-.. --------------~---------...;. ... .._,.___,;.. _____________ .;._ ... 

1 Jaipur 5 
( 19!.2) 

2 Jodhpur 11 
(42.4) 

3 Kota 5 
(19 .2) 

4 Sriganganagar 5 
( 19 .2·) 

5 Total 26 .-..• .-
(1oo.o) 

' -

52 
( 26-·5) 

72 
{36.7) 

39 
(19 .9' 

33 
(16 ·9) 

196 
(100~0) 

22 
( 17 ·4) 

54 
(42.9) 

- 38 
(30.2) 

12 
( 9.5) . 

126 
(lOo.o) 

200 • 

550 

235 ... ); 

200 

-
. . 

-...,.... . , ......... -. •••••. , ... .,. ....... ., • .,. ., •• - •• , ., ., • • ..... -. -. • • • .,·.,.,. •• ., ., •• • • • • • • ., .: .... "T... •• • ••• ~ .. ....... . ' . . 
-------------------~----------------------------------------S~rce: Office of the Dy.Director (Quality Control & Soil 

Survey) Agriculture; Ja ipur. _ _ 

Note= Figures in brackets ind ic~te percentage to total,' 
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.. T.ab1e II.2 .. · . . . . : . 
worUng,~O?I\lil :rEll;ting, labQ;rq 1;ories .in,Eajasthan, cJUring .1S60o.:19 • 
-· . . . - - - ~ .. - -· .. -·- --- - .... -- :- ; ~ - . . - - . - -.... .,, -..... - - . - .. . ... _____ .. _________ ..;. .. .,.~ ... .,.,... • .;,; ........ -~~"'!'-'!'!•••• ... -----------------~-
Sr. Year.''··· Noi •. An.,ua],·capacity:, No,of soil- ~NC?·Of. w,~.t!!r 
No . ' . of ., . -----------------~ ___ ....... _t ___ _.____ test aone 

' Sample hdex · -- tes done . · ··-, ----- ··· ~-
Labo- N -. ----------- ·-~------~-

'rato No. 1~60:.61_ Sample Inde~ S!mple Ind~~ 
ries 

110 
- No • No, _ No. Nci • • .. 

1960- 1960-
.... .::.. •• -. .,,· :. j ;· -· j· .. , -. ..... , · · ,' .·~, · ·.,-.,' • ·.;•;·.,. ~ • ' · a- · · .. _.,_ • _, · · • • ., :_, .. , 61= • • • • • • • ., '"T ->6!=. .. -t 

·-- - - . . . . . . ..... - - ioo- -.- ... - .. - : - - :1.00- .­
------------------.------------------------------------------~-l 1960~1 1 . 5000 ·100 7569 100 431 . . 100 

2 1961~2 1 5000 lQO· 8233 100 f-20 120 •. 
3 1962::.63 1 5000 100 9100 120 345 so 
4 1963::.64 1 ,5000 100 9703 128 466 108 
5 196~5 1 10000 '_200 13710 181 500 11~ 

6 1965~6 1 10000 200 14012 185 302 70 
7 196~67 1 10000 200 16268 215 4re 94 
8 1967~8 1 ; 10000 200 16873 -223 305 7·1 
9 1968~9 4 ·' 25000 500 25955 343 1219 283 ·- 600: ··-10 1969oo70 4 30CXl0 31594 41'7 1275 296 

11 197o;.71 4 50000 1000 57281 757 1003 34.9 

12 1971-72 5 '60000 ·1:200 67631 894 1400 326 
13 1972:.73 5 70000 1400 70218 928 - ''1315 3Ciii .. 
l4_. 1973-7-4- 5 70000 .. 1400 70810 93~ 1200 -200 .. 
15 1974.0'75 5 70000 1400 .71105 .939 1353 3l4 

1975:76 
,. 

16 5 90000 1800 72753 961 '· l445 335 
17 1976-77 5 90000 1800 80889 1069 1399 325. 
18 1977:78 5 90000 1800 83642 1105 1406 326 
19 1978:79 5 90000 1800 75878 1002 690 160 
20 1979::.8o 5 90000 1800 80545 1064 1788 4l5 
""f "'1 ""f "'I I -o 0 •o o "'T I o ....... •f 0 I o I 'f "I o·o 0 0 o •o 0 · . ...,., · ,., ,.,, · • .. ,.,. ,.,.,."" o . .,., ... . ,"T..,,...-r·r...-
.. ~-- - - • - ~- .. - .. - ..~ ......... ~·- ... 

-------------------------------------~--------------~~-----~-
Sources Office of the Dy.Direc.tor (Quality Control & Soil 

Survey), AgrUculture, Jaipur. · 



Ta bli!: II!o3 . . . 
Yeal'-··wise .Ca!iJadty~TaJ?gets ·-anEi~Aohmevei!IQRt .in~diffel'ent .Lai:Joratol!'y' .. ····~ ······~~-·~. ·~~ ..... ··'. 

•• .. , ~· -·~ M'o • -- o H w 0- - W- 0 ,, ...... Oo'--- 00"• Woo 0 W o o • 0 o 

----------------------------------~---.. -.--------------P-------~·-•P-·--~~---~----------~.._..,.,, ,_,.,....,,, ,..,. , ,., ,...,'T • 1 --r-.-.oy-.--. ,-..,, -.-. , 0 ,,, ,...,....,. , r o'<'"i", ,.,..,.,, E 
0 

Sr. Name of the Fixed -'· ~-- · -- - -:Yea-r-... ....... -, - -- - - -- ..... , .... •· --- ~-- - ff1cacy 
No. laboratory targets- ----.. ---------p--:-------......... -----------------.. --- during last 

· . 1975-76 . . 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 5 yea.rs 
., • , , ....... , ....... , .... , , ., • , ., .... 1 • , ., •• , • -, • ..., •• _ ., -. ..... ..., .,...,. -.. ., -. ., ., ...., .,. -. , • •• ., -. •••. :• ••• , •• • -• ·w ·r ·• ..... -, ........ ·• ., •-. f• •·n -,~,-· ·· -, 
·1 · - ·2 · "' - - · 3 ·. " 4· -- - ' -5 ·" · --- -- 6 " - .. · · 7 · -.--8 · · • -' 1 - --0 

-- --

-----------~-----------------·-------------------------------------------- ----
1 STL Durga~ 20000 c 21788 21433 22549 22458 f9640 · 108 

pura (Jaipur) l108o94) (l07i.16) (112.75) lll2o29) ._913.20) 

2 Mobilevan, 
Durgapura 
(Jaipur) 

10000 

3 STL Jodhpur · 20000 

4 STL Kota, 

5 STL Sri:. 
ganganagar 

20000 

200Cb 

8240 
(82o40) 

17278 
(86.39) 

\11222 
(56:.11) 

14225 
(71.12) 

10850 
( 100 .-so) 

20144 
(100.12) 

15210 
(76 .a;) 
13252 
(6p o26) 

8036 
(80.36) 

6603 
(66 o03) 

21631 18248. 
( 108'o1G) {9h24) 

15471 
(77•_.36) 

15955 
(_79•o78) 

1Gr.Q5· 
( 84 o53) 

1i664 
(58'o22) 

9258 
(92.58) 

17660 
( 8?:.30) 

17795 
(881.98) 

16192 
~80o96) 

86 

90 

77 

71 

6 Total 90000 72753' 808S9 83642 75878 · • 90045 88 
·· · · · ··· ... · · ·· · ·· • · · ··~ ,, ~ .. , ~8(hlil3 }~ ... ~-.~89 .. QB~~ ·· · ·· · ·· (9hlil2-) · -., (84 .3:1} .. ,., {89-.490 · · · · ..... ., -. · · 
~ ... ~ ~ .. - ~ .. - --- - -· - ...... - .. . . ---- .. - . .. - ...... -~· .. ·- -- -
---------------------------------~-----------~------------------------------------------Source: Of+ ice of the DyoDirector (Oyality Control· & Soil Survey) -Agriculture, Jaipuro 
Note: Figures in brackets in columns (4), (5), (6), (7) and (8) are the percentages 

with respect to column (3). 
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Table: n.4. . ... 
Frequency Distribution of Tehsils Covered (in 1979-BO) 
ac;:cording ·te ·Elistanee··f,J?Om STL •·· · · .. " ·. · · ·. · · ·· · · · · · ·~~ ·~~ 
·- ~--· - - --· ......... 

. --------~-------------------------------------------------Sr. Distance Laboratories located at ~ Total 
!;!~~ .. !JS!!l~~L ... .. ~J.~~~~ .... -!o~h,p~r .. K~~~ ... -.~ri~~n~-. ~. ·~ .. 
_. . . . . . _ ._ . _. . . . ._ ganagar_ _. 

----------------------------------------------------------. . 
1. Up to 20 kins • 

2 21 to 50 

3 51 to 100 

., 

. ! 

4 101 to 200 

5 201 & ·above 

6 O.,erall 

4 1 
( 18 .o) ( h9 ) .· 

1 1 
(4 .6) ( 1.9) 

2' 1' 
( 5 ·3) • ( 8:.3) 

8 
(6 ·3) 

2 3 7 
(5·3) . (25.0} (5~·6) 

3 6 9 3 21 
(13~·7' ,(11.1) (23·6) (25.0) (16.7) 

14 21 
(63. 7) (38 .a.) 
~ 

21 . 2 58 
(5:-.z) (16.7) (46. o) 

25 .. 4 ' 3 32 
( 46,.3.) (10i.6) , (25i•O) ( 25•e4) -

22 54 -{38 . 12 126 
(loo.o) (loo.o) (loo.o) (loo.o) (loo.o) 

... ,..:, o·o o I', '~"Too, .... ,.,_ ... _..,-r•t o•l' •-o•o•o "T' •·o-,"o"'T·o•o•o:o o' l'o'O .... 'J t•o-. o o o o"T"'T 'I o"o 

........ ---·---,.~- ·- .. 

-----------------------------------------------------------
Note: Figures in iblrackets indicate pe'rcentage to total. 

Source: Respective Soil Testing Laboratory. 



... . ... -. .. . . ., -. 
-Table·:· U-.s 
----------- . :r~ey~~:-n::·~r -~~~d~ri!;5'!ii _ tlj;_S~5.!.-:~o }~f're£8~£ _P~r:lc:_h~~t _5~in!_.ti:'i~}hi19.a~9~; District. ------------=---------"l!j"-...._-,.,.,r;r'.,r.:;_..,..... __ = : ... ~- ....... '"T'·....,.......-:' .. .,......._~.=--c.--- ··-
sr.No:. Panchayat Samiti -----.- --·--- -- Years·,..-------·-···--···--~~ ..... -

-------·--.------~-----·-------------._·---~~---------~ - - - -- - 197~'75-- . --- .•. - 19'75;..,5 ... " -- -. - - - i9'76-7'7 - - - ..• -
.... ,..,. '• ,-, ,··r'' • •. • ,..,..,. • • •-.. ,.,.,., ........... ____ ~------ •-r_ .... ______ .._, ___ ., .... .,... .. ._ ____ ~----

- - - - · - L- - - - - M - H - · .1o - · M H - L - M - - - - H- -
---~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------.:T-' · · · · · · · · ., :· · 2:· · · ·_·· :· · ·:· ·~ ·:·~· · :· :· · )t·: ~_. -~:·:·: :· · ~- · · · · · J ':· ···;·a · · ·:·9_··.:·: '.:·; J..P · :: .. _, u: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.. - ' ... • I . 

100 - - 100 io2 3 o7 96•o1 1o S riga ngana gar - ~ ~ ~ 

2. Hanumangadh - - ioo - - 100 - 1;o1•· -98 ·9 
' ~ ~ ~ 

3 • Sri Ka~anpur - - 100 ·- - 100 - 1.2· 99o8 
~ ~ ~ ., ~' 

4o Padanpur 2 •• 1 97J.o9 
r 

100 100 - - - - li ~ ~ 

5:. Ra isinghnaga r 0··2 99'·8 - 3'.5 96·5 - 2i•O .98·0 
' ' ~ -· ~ 

6. Sadul shahar - 100 - - 100 - - 100 
' ~ ' ~ ~ ' 

7. ·Nauhar - - 100 - - 100 - - 100 .,. 
' ~ 

__ ,., .. -· ~- ~ 

8. lVendara "1•3 1;.5 98·2 - lOO - - J.PD~-
~ 

., 

9-. . ··.£\iTet~atfu,,, ··~, .; ............. -..... ··~~ ....... ~ .... -, -.:. ............ ··:1.00~ ....... ~4-.. ................. !~4~~ -..... 99-:-1 .... .,.:. ................. ! ... § ...... .... 99~5 
. - -· ... ~·-- . ·- - - ~ -· ...... ~ -. ~ . •· -- --·----·-· ~ -· ... - .. - ... ~ __ . .,_ ... _ -·- -·- .. --·-4·1o--·-·-·- ,~ .................. _- "- .... - .......... ._ 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Contd •••• 



~ ................. -.-.-.-.. 

i"hl. :· T:U.5 Co td ••• .,-.:..,.-~-... -.,-..--... -.,.o""_""_"' . ..... -. .,. ..., . ..., -.. "T •• "T .•.•• .,. •• ~ • .,. • .,. 'ooy .,. 'T • .,. .,. .,. • ~ .... .,. -. .,. • .,. 

- _. _- ---.. ..:··_ .. _ .. -- _ .. --- _, ... _ .. _: .. _ ... _ .. _--..... = .. _ .. , =.,- -- _- _, _ ... ....::· -: ..:::,-·~- ...:•• _ .. __ ...... -- -M··-- --· ,.JoO. --· -- ...::· ---------.....--------::..--"7-_,_ _ _, .. .,...,...,._ ,..,.::'.,. __ ..,..._,.__~-~ ..... --.--.....-=-----~-
Sr. Panchayat ·Samiti·· ·-· ··· -i9TI-78··· ····--·- ·--·19"l'=la.79····----··· Average 
No · · .... -"'"'----.----------- · ----------~--- - - ~ ···-· .. ~~. ··:· . . _-... _ .... ·.·. ·-· ·.· .-.- ...... ·L.' ....... ·M-.... _ .. _._.H ........ ·r.~·.·· .......... ·.·M.·· ·:·.·.'H.·.~~·~·-~ .. _··~:-· .... :: __ .. . . . 

--------------------------------------------------------------~~---------------~--1. Sriganganaga r 

2. Hanumangadh 

3· Sri Karanpur 

4. Padampur 

5. Ra isinghnagar 
-~ 

·24o4 

2.9 

21.1 

2.7 

75.2 

77·.1 

78:.8 

97.··3 

a.2 25 ·2 74.6 16;.(XJ 

13.6 86.1 a.6o 

1G•o5 89o0 .3.90 

6.4 83:.6 lo80 

2ol 27.3 ' 4o80 81_•3 9~··7 
·' 

70_.6 
:-:; 

6. 

7o 

a·. 

Sadulshahar 

Nauhar 

Mandara 

-~ 
-~ 

9· -~uratgadh-.···· "··· .. -.. -..... , ... ,_, .. 
.; -· ... -·- -· 

37;.8 62 .. _•2 

32.7 67 .• 3 

9io3 90.7 

. .. :29;.-3. , -. -. 71.7 

-~ 
-

-, 

2o0 
~ 

-.,. 
-

0 .,.,._ ,-, I'"T •?e8-. 

98'.0 8.90 
' ·. 

100 7;_.40 , 

- l'o90 

-92-.Eh-· ·· .. 1§.:20 ... · · 

---------------------------------------------------------------------
L = Low, M =Medium, H -- High; ·' 

Sourcf: Soil Te·sting Laboratory, Srigangailagar, Rajasthan. 

~ 
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Table IIlo6 
Details a bout Staf:( Pattern of Sringanagar STL • 
.,. • • ... • .,. • .,. • • "'T • • -. -. ... ' ... • • .,. ... • ... ... -. ., • .,. .• , • • ... 

·S:t.a£fing Ea.:tteTn· in_tb.e_ve.ar 1:9a0:!:- _- _. _- _- _- _-...: _- _- ...:· _- _- _- _ ----- --------------==*------- ---------~---------5 No'.·. o ··i~ ~t'.oj'i ··f-'tn ··p' "'· ·· ·• ~ ~ .·· ·· ·~ ~~r...:.~ ·· .,· · · ~ ·~ . r_. . _ ... es gna ;L . o __ e .. os_" _ ..•.... _ _ __ .. _ '""" _ _ _ . _ .. 
-=-=-=-=-=-=-~=-=-=-=-=- =-=-:::;.. =-=-=-:::::._=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=.;::-=-=-
.l Asstt • Agricultural Chemist 1 

2 
'· 
~search A,§sistant 1 

3 Junior Soii'Anctlyst· 1 

4 ~pper Divi:sfon Clerk 1 
• 

5 _ Lo,.,e r Division Clerk 1 

6 La h. Assistant 3 
' ';~ 

7 Driver 1 

8 Class 'Dl 4 

... ., "T .,. ., -. -. -, .,. ... -. •• -. -· ... • • ., -. ... -. .., .,. .,. . .,. "'t .,. . ... -· .,. .... .,. 

.,., - ••· -•,. ... w• 0. ,., "'' .. ., .. .., ••,. ._, ...... .,. ••• , ....... o.-••·•-o.• <o• ..... A•w• -=-=-=-=-=-----=---=-----=-=-= - --=-=-=-=..::.:::;.=.:::-:::;...::::-.~=-=-
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Table : I:I.7 
Details -about No. of Soil Sample Tested during 1957 to 1979 
at-.SFIFigaruf!anagar-.ST.L~-· · ... ~ · · · · · · .-.-.~ · .,~:·_·_·_·~:· · · ·.·:~·-·:· · · -~··· · 

- ~ •• - • ~ -·- M .. •o •'' -- •"• • ' ~ •' ---·-~:.:. ___ ..:_ _________________ _ ___________________ ..._._ -- --..,. ............... ..,. ......... -. .. -. ...... -...... , 

L.osa tion -, . ..., ·· -~ -~: ~-~:.:.:-~ -~ ~:.- ~ -~ :~~;~· < ~: ~-~ ~ -~'?~~!< -.', -, -.', . .' -, ··. -~ · · ···-~::,.~;:.=· .,:, ~ ::.~::,i 
-- ·-- -- ·--- ""!9'7'"5:--.-=-:.-IIJ1~-,...=--.-:-.-I~j7'f:--:-:-.=-r~J7!!----- IlJ!flJ·---
--------------------------------------------------------------
loSriganga:. 3759 2897 2334 512?·· (3540 ) 

nagar ·: (26.43) (21.86, (14.63, (43·9,i)r 21.86 
TehsU 

2oSriganga:. 9:107 7730 
nagar 
district :(64.02) (58o33) 

-. 
3 .Sriganga:. 

nagar-: 
Labora-
tory A: · 9153 

(64to34) 

B: 5072 
(35:.66) 

7730 
(58!.33) 

5522 
(~L67~ 

'. 

·1...· 
6475 

(40o58) 

7962 -
(49.90) 

• 
7993 

(so:.1o' 
.. 

7317. 

(62o73) 

7621-
(65 o39) .... 

4037 
(34 .6i) 

:;., 

" 

7399 

(45 .69) 

7492 
(46•27) 

. . 

8700 
(53 o73) 

Total: 14225 13252 15955 11664 16192 

-: ~· · · · ·: ·_-. :· ·~ ·roo.~o ·~ · roo~~o. · ._, .:·: J-oo:~o.o.':·:·:· ;t.cx:l ;oo: -. ·: ).~ ;o.o: _· 
------------------------------------------------------------~ Source: Soil Testing Laboratory, Sriganganagar, Rajasthan'• 
Note: Figures in !rackets indicate percentage to total soil 

samples of Sringanagar Soil Testing La bora tory .• 

A. "'No. Of soil sarrples which were sent through B·D,.O. and 
farmers. · - ·-. 

B = No.~f s~il ~amples ~fch we~e collected 'by ST Laboratory 
itself to prepa~ soil map. 
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------- --~--.-.. 
Crop:.. wise Soil Samples Tested during 1975 to 1979 at Sringa:.. 
Rganagali' .5gil-. 1'est ing,Laboratory ... ., ·· ·· ···· . ., '·· · -., -., -... ·· ·· :,., ·· -. ·· ·· · ., . . .. __ .,______ -~ ------ ---·-----~ ··----···-·-

-------------------~._----~-.. -------~---------~···--~·~· .. - · . - - · ·. ' · :Year- --· ··•·• · • · · · --- • · • - · · --
Sr. Name of the -------------------------------------------Ncr; ·"era··:······· ·'1975' ., .. ~1976 ····· "1977"'"····-·19'78 ... '···197.9 ........... P - --· ·-- ..... ···- ------------·- .• 

-------------------------------~----------------------------
1·· Sugarcane -744 163 311 1615 358 

(8.13) (2 .11) (4.01) (21.17) ( 4·75) 

2· Cotton 4506 3293 - 2920 3947 3884 
' (49o23) (42.60) (37 .63) (5h75' (51.50) . . . 

3 • Bajra 519 539 956 445 194 
{5 o67 ) ~ 6 o97) (12.31)- { 5o83) ( 2o57) 

4• Sugarbi$ 1408 122 560 ·190 . 175 
{15io38) (1.58) ( 7o22) ( 2 ·49) ( ·2.32) 

5. Wheat 1952. 3613 3013 . 1415 2920. 
• ( 21.33) (46:.74) (38".83) (18o56) {381o73' 

' 
., 

6. Paddy 24 
(0.26) . 

15 
(0.20) 

. 10 
(o.13) 

7. Total 9153 7730 . 7760 . 7627 7541 
···· -................ · ~ ..... -... ~J.GEMX?){.lElChQQ, .. (.J.Q(}.QQ-)(lQOt;OO) ... ~;1.00'-.00) 

-------------------------------------------------------------. . 
Source: So·u Testing Laboratory, Sriganganagar, Rajasthan. 

Note: Figures in brac~ts indicate percentage to total • 



-
Table !1.9 
Distribution of Fertilizer in Sriganganagar District!. 

' • • • • • • -. • ., ... ., -. -. • • -. .,. - • • .... ... • .... • .... -. .., •• .,. .., • • ., -. .... .-. ... '-. '. -. • 0 ... 

-·-. -· -·- ·--·- ·- ·-·- ·- ·-·- ·- ·-·-·- ·-·-· -·-. -· --·- ·-·-·· -· -·-·- ·- ·-·-·-·- .... , . ...;._-._ ·-·-·-·-: .... Sr. Year Gross ~ ·_~ ·· '· · · · '!Jile 'oCfertJltzl'ir~ilti~J.iefl:e ·--~~·-"' ···~-~ · · · · · ._,~:. 
No. cropped ·~--------------~--~__..._.___. • ._ _ __.._.. ... -.rr:"".._ ________ ....;._..._ 

rea N · P · K · 
~ -. . · · · · -. -. -.. ·. -.' · -~~,~Heat-. )nM-.TElR»kgs/IHect .. · .M-.Tan-.- -·~--Kgs/Hect • ·-.M-.Tan·· - . ·Kgs)Heot~ 

- - - .. - - . .. . - ... - .. .. -:• . . - . . - - - .. . 
-----------------------.-----------------·-~--------------~·--~---------------------. 
1 1971-72 12702 .., 835 524 -., 

' 
2 1972-73 1701824 14387 5,.45 1947 1·14 .629 0<37 

' 
3 1973-74 1819153 12858 ., -- 71,07_ 2015 1'.11 525 -0'.29 

- ., 
4 1974-::75 149Q930 13().?9 9-.35 1082 0.77. i4J.7 ---0'·30 -. 

I'V 
! CD 

5 1975-76 1497943 23097 l5;.42 1789 L_.19 474 Oi·32 . ·-
6 1976-77 1623871 26607 

~ -- 161.38 3604 2·22 . ,l.096 o,.62 

7 1977-'-78 1363429 32848 24~·10 4455 3;·27 1138 0·83 ., 

8 197&...79 1716810 37B69 -. n.o6 4527 2·64 12~!J. - 0·71 

9 1979:..80 1655767 39283 231.72 6932 4.19 1Z76 0·77 .... -. ..... .... . .. , .... -.......... -....... • • ...... •• , -, 0 •• , ••• , ......... , ..... , -. - • .,. - •• -. "T-r ..... -.-.-. -. ~ ••••• , -..~ ',., • , .• ,.,.,-, -.-,·r·······•·• ,., ...... , ····· ....... 
- ~ •• • - • - • • --- • • • p· -~ ~. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Sources District Statistical Abstract, Sringanagar District, PP• '97. 



Iab.le II~lO 
Monthwise A)l)r.i"~Jal of Soil.Samples during 1975 .to 1979 at Sriganganagar Soil Testing I.aO .. 1: -. . .,. .,. ., , .,. .... ..,. ., .,. ..... .,. ... .,. .,. -· J.,. .,. .,. .,. ... ~ ~ .,. , .., .,. .,. ..,. .,. .,. .,. -. .,. .,. , .,. .,. . _ o_ra_ O'J:'!. ___ • __ . ___ .............. ·- ........ - _ .::&· .... .. -- ... _ ........... _ .... ol.·· .,_ .... _ f.·- ...... _ ... . 

-~ =-=-=-=-=-=- =-::::::-.. =-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-~=-Q,. =-=-=-=-=-=-=-=~~=-=-=-=--=..::::-..=...::: 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------. . ' 

.~.January 138 1.51 5 Oo06 11 0.14 190 2·4:9 99 1.32 , , , ., 

?•February 261 2.85 - - 1402 18 .a_8 106 1o41 

.3 .March 612 .6·.68 565 7: • .31 1CY26 12.o89 712 9•.3.3 697 9··30 

, 4oApril 1734 18.95 llJ.:3 14o40 1557 .19io56 1847 24.22 1673 22·•33 
1\) 

.. 5 .May 2254 24.63 175.3 22o68 65[l 8.26 1307 17o13 . -- 1582 21·12 
\() 

6·oJune 111 1·21 161 2.08 687 8o62 265 3.47 227 3to03. 

7oJuly 548 "'.99 360 4.66. 1004 12.99 295 3io87. 60 . '0~·630 

8.1\ugust 63 0·69 36 0'·47 75 . Oo94 51 0·67 27 O'o36 , 

9 .September 628 6.86 211 21o73 - - . 168 21o20 .. 298 3:.98 

10.0ctober ._1939 21,.18· 1695 2lo93 1363 17fo12 1!11 14.58 1183• 15 .• 80 

. l1oNOvember 787 8.60 1493 l9o3l 1413 . 17·75 256 3o36 1459 19-.47 . -. -

l2·December 78 o:.85 . 338 4.37 13S 1 .• 73 23 o.~o 81 1~08 
-

:13 ~Total" · ··· ··, '9~j ···roo ;oo~· :· ·7730 ···roo ~oo · · '7%2: ·1po:~po~· :'J9~7:'J.9.P;o_o:::'.7492:·: 'lOO~oo:· 
---f--------------------------------------------------------------.... ------------Source: Soil Testing Laboratory, Sriganganagar, Rajasthan 



Ia.bl.a.~ ~u 

~~~~;~~~. ~~~~~c~. o~ ~o~~. ~':'P~f:!S ~':l~~n~ .~?.~.}~ }9.7~--~~ -~~~S,!~~S,!~~~Q~~-. 7.~-~ .-~ ~~~ ~'\!-, ., :. ~ 
- . ry_ . . . - - . - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - . - . .. - - - .. - . - . - - - - .• - •. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Sr. Month · · · · ·_·· ~ · ~ · _·· ~---- ~--·· ~ ~-_ ·H~ • .. ~ :· :· ~·-~ _-. ~-_-· ·_-·:· :·_-·:.·:·YEa± ·:·_ ... :·::.·· _-.: _-. :·~ ~ _ · ._ ··_-. ~- _-. -. :· _··:· · ·· -~- ·· · · ·~: --~-. · ~- ~- · 
No. ~--~-~--.~~~~~~~-.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~---~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

. 1975 -- ·-. . - :1€176 .. .. -- :19'17-- - - :19'18 •.• -- - - ... -19'19------------------- ---------~-... ---------- --------- ..... ----·------~0. % bJo. ; % : No. . % · No. % No. % 
., ............ , -.-. ., -. -, ., • - •. , ., ., - ........ -. •• ' ••.•.•. , •••••• -, • -: .-•• ~-- •• , • - •• , • -, •.• -•••••. , -. - ...... - •• , •••••••• , -, -. ·-· ··-· ........ , •••• •"T . . . . 

--------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------!.January 138 1.51 5 0·06 11 0.14 182 2.39 99 1.32 
~ ~ ~ 

_2.February 170 1.86 - - - 16 ·r .21 5 o.o7 

3·.March 486 5.31 455 5-89 140 1.76 1922 25.2) 456 6·09 

4.April 886 9.68 578 7o48 1257 J5'o79 1150 l5 .o8 · 1648 22.00 

5,.May 2770 "0·26 2045 26.45 .1:-00 18.84 l-949 2:>~•44 l564 201·88 ·-
6 .June 660 7.21 442 5:o72 745 9'o36 357 4.68 604 8.05 

•··· 

?.July 328 3_-58 390 5.05 1ll8 14.04 355 4'.65 65 OofJ7 .. 
8.August 268 2.93 78 1 .• 01 238 2'o99 104 1.36 29 Oi·39 

~ ~-

9.September 48q 5-.33 21 0;_.27 - 76 1.oo 191 2.55 ... 
10.0ctober 1101 12.03 12J5 J5.71 559 . 7..01 687 9.01 1002 .J.3 ·36 . -
11· ·1\lo~embe:r . 1642. 17.94 1375 17.79 1988 24.97. 747 9'o79 1385 18.49 

12.December 2.I,6 · 2.36 1126 14.57 406 5.10 91 . :1'·19 444 . 5 o93 

l:f~Tcit ·1 · ~ · -~ ·· ·g··I5 · · · ·r""" '"" · ... : 1 3~ o·· ~ · ·1oo~oo~ ··196" ·roo··oo~ -.... zn"'~~~ 'i"?V<.";ti"' '149" · : · ·oo~o"' --a--- 3 UU•UU ~. 7._. _ w• ~ .. ~ -•- _ JY?./.- .... ·~- .. Y. ~ ~~ .V 

s~u~ei-~orr-resrrn~-raEOratorv;-srtganganagar;-Rarasthan:--------------------------------

c; 



lalil.e. .IIl!J2 __ 

~nl~~~~~u~i;g?.1~~?. tgf1~?~~ ?i:~~l~~ii~~~~~lfh§gir lir~~t~rdg~r~~~ J{· :!??~~ --~~~-r~: ~~-: 
-------------~--~~....-.~~-.,. ...... ·---.. .,. ..... _.._ ...... -~--~ .. - .............. "P-.-f-... ::;~"'"":'"·~ .... -~ ... !':"'-... 7-...................... ... 
Sr. Month . . . -·_ - -- · .- - - - · -- -- -. - -- -- - - ·Year -- - · - · · ·- : " · ---·' ·'" - -- -- - - -
No;; f.!10 9(} .. t ·~biT 2f..·::~~-r~~ .. ~,.1~~~.~'?fr'~~~--~~~~~'"""----6~~~~~.-:~--~ ... -·~"':':--~ .. -:. g-jill-·~--"-~..---...... -... -· 
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-1--. -- --2···· .. "-'-'·~- -···3 -.. -.-.-.4-- --··- ~ - ~- 6-- ---1 ----· -8 --9--- - ·-·''la--- ------l.t-'·-
_....._: .. ~.;:.-~.;:;.. .. t!. ... ~..o;------~-.... -~-.. ~.:.-.ic~-~-------~---.;--~----------------------- . 

- . • - - ~ j 1_. -' ·,__- _, - .. -· •.- -· . ·• • ~ . • • • ' .) . -- •. - • . -- - _, .• 

:fl.:JiftiU~'f.~:-;J'tc '''lets~; l3El_.-;;; ·rJ.OO'"oo !!'n :cc··? '<, '·l:~()ioo ii u~:. }90·00 
~-JFtiliril~Jbf:,\;:;u.·_prU.:..~ 110 ~J~~- 't::~5·:•J.~ , ~),~~~ -.. '..J~J •: .l .. ·:--j--r~- . .--.:-·. ·-' T~··_;... -·· · . j •. · .:·,- ~-
3i.Marchf1=-i.,-f•:-;-:s)1iJ.23 486 --;, •• ,.-79~~1. QtS~ ,'3-?!!>,_. 1 a_:rl: .• 53 J..02e 140 i:f.~65-

- ~..... )"'"_ J \_.. ·"-' .. \' ~ • J 

4:;Mp:Iiil'<iE:'i'f';w!I~~ 886,:: ·cPL.dO · 1~ ~78,, ·51'~93 '•':lf57 1237 8o.73 
:'lY'iMay '- ''i§S!n~• 22~ 2770,-o~\ ·n122i89 · 1rei3 ;2Q45 :: . 116~~66:· 658 l50R.~ .. ~?7:·?6 

·t~i.J'iin_e ~' :.~:~~, . ~.Ill 660,-c.:: •3:;594i,59 3\._Q-1. 1-'j::M~ : .1 2?~.53 .~)37 745 "'108 .44 
T'1•iiJI.il'Y · ;"!S.:C !?4fJ 328.'] .. , .59:0:85 :.3,6.0 '"r 390 ~ · it'>Bi•33 1034 11-lC lOB. 12 

- ••. .-- ;, ...... -.. :.. \....'.....:,. ...... ·-- J • --· ··: ~) . •, ' . --. •(: • -' • -

ra.AUgust;;:U'.s" TOJ~q 268, -~ .t,l?4i2~h39 ru·:® T: 78-, 'if~~·66 _ ~75 23l:r · 3;n .33 

9-i3epte:~~~2 ~~§ 488,,-:o·;;-.-rz'l•:n n~u -. :,.:,2.l::c:· 1~9J'·o.o ~:~;·.. ·:,s···-. 
ilO'oO.Ctobe'l-2;.£ F 19~~ · llOl:;.:· •·,·~56IT:B T~ ~:].215,: ·• '!:k~68 1363 5>59-. 41.q1 
ur.mvehi~~_r-nc•"·"'?sy 1642 ..•• c20fh64 · 1<W3 137.5. ·, 92.•10 ,i4,t3 19SB' 146~69 
12 Oec~hu;~k'n'lLA_ <Jf} 2J.9,>.:.;~,276t.69 n!,M ·1l2~,. T~~~-.i3 .. ~8 406 ·>~29_4~~0 

-n:;;. To 1;13-i~;;,:; ;_ ;:: .,.~ ;-915-iF..:::: 9r&a;~:.-..:::Ic;Q.;ow. .::-nae-..,..., ... <Rao- ~ ~--=J:OOr.oo-:·,;-!z26 2·• -·~96 2~~ -lOOi .oo. ,_ 
.;_-;..:_~::_;;.;.;~;.~;~=~~::~=:~Y....:;;~~=:...:.~~~-;.~~~:.:.:.::.~~-~-~-~~~-;.~~:;;~:.._=~-~:~-~ 
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------~-------------------·~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~._-~~~~----~-~~~~~~-~~~------Sr. - - --1978-- · -- ·--- ··: --- :· -:-: 1979:~ ·.·::~--~~·-.·:·-····· ···· 
~ Month --------------------- -~---~----------------... . .. -.-. .. . ...... , ... ·. : . .. . . . ~- . . . . . A . -. . ~- .·· .. _B . _·· . . . .. C . -. .... . ·.~·_-.A ... :. _ ... ~- -._-.B.·· -~· -~·~·-;·._-·._-·C..~-~·-~·:· _-;o:._·~-... 

.,._.,...,.,."1"'_.,.':"'~-ro-r .... --~ ........ ..,~ .. .,. .......... ~ ... .,..,.-r .. - ... ..,. .............. ~~ .. .,.- ... .,.... ........ -.; ... - ....... - ..... ---........ a:o.,. ........ _..,.-,.,. 
. . . .. --. . - . -- . 12-.. -13-.- ~.- -:1.4 . __ .. _ --·15 ··:- :"-!6'" -- ·---17-'':.·.~:: ,::-· 

___________________________________________________________________________ _. 

• --·~ --·-· ____ _._, ___________ '!'" _____ ! ______ ,,..._, __ __ 

!.January 190 182 '9:5.79 1 •• _·;9~·:::·· 99 loo.eo ;,. 
2 .February ·1402 16 1•121- . ,106. , .. , 5 .. 4·7~~; : 

r - . 
3 .March 712 1922 269.94 -. ,697,. ,_ 456 65_~·42 .. J 

4 .April 184 7 1150 62 •26 ~9!~ .,1 !(fiB 98 .• 51 _;_ 
5 .May 1307 _ 1940 148:·43 1582. 1564 9.Bt·Se , .•. 

o. • : . • .. 'I• 

6.June 265 357 134·72 · ,22.7, 604 266jj7 
7 .July 295 355 120.34 ;-. £?0 65- · 100;_~93 -. 

8 ·August 51 104 203 ·92 .. ,?-.7 . ;: :<9 1~,~41. 
9· • September 168 76 45 .24 ~- .29~ :: ,191 64. ·~ , . 

. lo.October 1111 687 61.84 J:( ~lEJ:l,,, }002 84',.70,_;_ 

ll.November 256 747 291i_.80 .-,~ 1;459.; .. 1385 94[.93 
12.Decenber 23 91 395i•65 ,. SL 444 ~49,.14 

. .. • • .l.. • . '- '.o:; . . . : . . 

.. :!3 • Iata1 . ., ·· ·· ~ · . -.. ·· .. :-: : .. -':162.7 . .. 7627 ... -.100.00·,··.'149.2,., .. 7.492 ... ·· --.100~09·-,--~ 
-~. . ,· •;.._ . . - -.·. - .... - .. --~---·- ... >-'~ ._ ,- ·:. :. . : ··-·~·· .... ~. 

-----~--------------~-~-----------------------------------------------------Source: Soil Testing-Labor'l tory. Sriganganagar.;;:~J~_s:~·afi~1--:-··.- ·i: · --~ -~;·:._- ~~- .. -· 
Note~;:, =No. of·soil samples arrived •. B =,:.No~qf.l~~tl. s:,11p~es d~spc!tched, 

e = B/A ·x 100 



Ia.bl.e Uo.J,.3 ~ . _ · ~ · ~ 
Tia~ta~· · a!:Sd\lt_.~{; ·B;~c~tlenronst~a~ion~'!.t'ia:J..S.:·~c.9ii9i.ii:tflE ·.aut.in!.r 1.979~l3o:·~:·~J~,sJ;!I.iin:~:· · ·." ·:·~· ~ · 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Sr • Name of the Trial Lore tion at Treat:. Yield C~~~t§f fer:. Yield t?f 
!)IQ.~ .... Crop.,~.-: ........... ~ .No •.. -.. ~,, ~ .. -.... :.rnent .. ~ .... QU .. f.4-iect., .. -.· tUisers ... ~. ,g:c'JI'l .. . 
. - · . ~ - ~ .. ~· · . . - . -- ~ ~ - .. Jl.;;.Jiia · R"" .. a •~· 
~i~~~~-~:~~~:~!;":~~::~-~-~~~-~§~::~:~~:4:~~~-~~~~~~:5~~~~::~:::: .. ·~~:::-~~:.,:~~:-~1:~:-::~~~~A~~-:-:: ·-' ' . ~ 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 --- ;:_ --

1. Wheat (Kalyan Sona) 

, 

Wheat (Kal yan:.Sona) 

\'Jheat (Raj 921, 

Wheat (Kalyan Sona) 

2.. Faddy (Jaya) 

, 

3. Jowar (a-tS:.O) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

Rambasera 
(Jhalawar) 

Kachari 
( Kota) 

Govt. Farm. 
){alyanpur 
-Jhalawar 
Gov.t .• Farm 
Chaterpura · 
Bundi~ 

::'hake r:.Khedi 
Kota 

Govt.Farm 
~haterpura 
;..a.mdi 

~ 

A 
B 
c 
A 
8 
c 
A 
8 
c 
A 
B 
c· 
A 
8 
c 
A 
8 
c 

10:.50 
21.00 
23io20 

25.oo 
37.00 
42.50 

5o10 
19.74 
20.10 
15 •. 25 
28.37 
30•25 
40.10 
47o00 
52·75 

' . 8.12 
20.62 
25.00 

-466io70 
445,.18 

-429i·~20 
499c-5o 
---- - .. -46·6,.30 
493~30 
.. - ... ' . -4$6.30 
460-.10 

-Mh(i6 
611.79 
.. ·. -4o9 ;29 
4,!.9.59 

.1228!.50 
2457.00 
2714 .• 40 

2925 .oo. 
4329t•OO ' 

. 4972'.00 

596-70 
2309.50 
2351 .. 70 . 

1784'·25 
3319.30 
3539 .. 25 
5112.50 
5875.00 
65931·75 
1019 .oo 
2!:178 .60 
3125l•CO 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Contd .... 
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~able-. -II.l3· .Contd~ .. •... -. -........ -........ ·· -.-.-.-. ··-. ... -. -. -. ·· . ·· .. ···· -. -. ·· ·· .-. -. -. -.-.-. .. -. ..... -. ·· -..... -· -..... -. -. -........ · .. -.. -........ · ···· 
!""--~----~---:--.--~-----~!:"'.-:-. - - -- ...... --- - - - - . - - - . - - -- - . - - .. - - - . -- -- - - -. ~ . - - ... .. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Sr. Name of tho Crop. Treat:.. Net Net Profi.t Net Profit % change % change 
No. ment profit over cont- over GDR in pro- in profit 

· · · · · · · ·· ·· · ·~ · ·· · ·· · · · · · · · ... · · .. · · · ·.~!1-~_/11<! ~ · .. · · · :.:~~VHa ;_ · ~- · · ·· ~~· ~~~~.f:!~:·~ -._-. -.-. {~~ti.ci!10.• ~_(pn;~_-_. .·.:· :· 
~--~------·--------------------··-~--------------------·-----------~~~~-~~~Q~--------------

0 - .. - - - - - - ·~ - •• - - - - - • 9- . . ... . . - .. - . ·10 - ..... ~ ., 11- . . - . - . - "12- - .. - - - .. 13- - - . -
------------------------------------------------~~-----------~------------~~--------~----! .• Wheat (Kalyan~ona) /fl. 1228.50 - ;;. - ;:. 

B 1990..30 761·~80 - 62:.01 -
c 22691·22 1040·72 0218[•92 !Mi.7l 14!-.01 

i'.heat ( Kal ,, an:..s on a ) A 2925~:)0 
~ -B 3899. 80 974,.80 - 33.32 -c 4472,.50 154-7.50 5=72.70 ~2.91 .. 14.199 

Wheat (Raj :.. 92•1) A' 596.70 -~ 
... •. ,.. -a ·1843'·20 .. .1246.50 - 208.90. 

-, c ,1858;.40 . 1261;.70 15·.20 2ll!.·lf> Ot-82 
Wheat ( Kal ya n:..sona ) A 178.4.25 

~-- - -B .2853.00 1068·~75 - 59 ·90 
,.. -

;. c 3079 ... 15. 1294-90 2:26:.15 ':/2.57 
2,•l'addy (Jaya) A 51:12.50 . • ·f .. . ...... - ,.. -B 5273.34 160~84 ~ ~- - 3.14 

·~-

~ c 5981•96 869.46 7Gl8l·62 1-1.01 
3 .Jowar (CHS:..5) A 1019.00 

; - ~ -B 2169,.31 1150.31 1!2.89 ·-c·· 2705i_.41 1606:.41 5~6:.10 16~[.50 24lf7l 
4·Cotton (Bik~neri:.. A* 935!.00 - . ;:. - , (, . ;:. -

· .. ·- nerma.) .. . .. It __ l.QOO.QO_ 65,.00 -. _ _ _ _ fSl·9l> ___ •1 ·-;..~ . _ C ll951o00 260 oOO . . . 195 oOO · 2=7 o!ll · · 191-oOQ 
'Note7 'A-;; Without fer'fiiisers,""'B-=As per departmeii'tt's_Ji'c:Omiiiendati'Cin,-C':!!-·A;p'ir-s:u- t:;-

-. . recomrnendat:Lon. . ... 
Sourer: Of~ ice of the Dy ~Dix:_ec~or _(Quality Control & Soil Survey) Agriculture, Jaipur, 

RaJasthan. . · · - ·. . - · 
*Only ,in case of cotton fertiliser used was reported as·-per traditio~al method. 

'-. 



Table !!.14 
Cost per Soil Sample Tested at Sriganganagar Soil Testing 
lab ora tory •. ·, 
.... ,.,. ..... · ........ -.-....... ~ .... _ ....... . _:: ·:-->:;-';_·~ ... :;, .. ~-~-:(Un4.t: -in-.Rs .... ---)-.-. .... - ........ . - - , - - - - - . . - ~ - ~-- ;..:. - ~- ;. ; -~--. ·-' .. ; __ · ::- . ; .. ; ~; -· ~- ~- - - .. - .. - .. - ... - -
--------------·~~--~·~~~---~-·----~~···---.. .---~~~-..-. 
Sr. 
No .• 

Year 
· --Cost· pe~ Soil···Sample· Tested- · ··-- · --
--------------------------------------------For samples which For all samole together 
were sent from (Including Soil Sample 

~~~:r~?gJ.~¢tr¥;. · ~~~~gj;~ :·~~~:-~~-~!~~ :·.·-~ 
------------------ -----------------------Variable Aggregate . Variable Aggregate 

-·-· · ·_·.·~·~~-·~:·:·:·Ms-E_· ·:·:·:· ·c:c:i_s.t ·_··-·~'~'cost·· :-··.~:·.·cost·.··., 
----------------------------------------------------------
1. 1975:.76 O:o97 11·32 o.62 7.28 ., 

21. 1976:.77 1.41. 131•35 0·83 7.78 
~ 

3,. 1977-78 1:.46 14.30 0·73 7ol3 
~ 

4!_. 1978:.79 1\.02 .15 ·30 0:.66 10.00 
~ 

s. 1979:.8o 1;.98 ·17,.~o O'o91 8.co 

.... - ..... ..,.., .,., - ..... - •• , ... -. "T"t ... • -. .... ..,. •• ~ ..... , ., ..... -t • ·-· - ..... -........ -, ........ , ....... -....... -. - ~ .. - . -.. -.... - .... ~ -- .... - - - . . . - .. ~ - - -... . - .. .. .. . . - .... - .... - -··· . - - - .. - -
-----------------------------------------~---------------. . . 
S<Ju:rce: $oil Testing Laboratory, Sriganganagar, Rajasthan.• 



C H A P T .E R · : III 

u s E 0 F s 0 TL- .. T ·E s T I N G s E R v I c E 

BY FARMERS 

This chapter covers the following aspects viz., 
(i) characteristics of the beneficiary and non- bene­
ficiary .households, (ii) ut~1isatiol! of agricUlture 
extension service and awareness about· soil testing 
service among these households, and (iii) utilisation 
of soil testing service on. beneficiary farms and its 
impact on crop. cUltivation.· These three aspects have 

. . • ' r 

been discussed in three different sections. 

I 

Characteristics of the Beneficiary and Non- benefi­
ciary lbuseholds (for Il!cision-maker) : 

Table III.1 provides infonnation for beneficiary 
and non- beneficiary households regarding characteris­
tics such as membership of credit co-operative 
society, literacy level, experience of farming, caste 
composition and age-groups. The following conclusions 
may be noted from this table : 

Membership of Credit Co-operative Society : About 82 

per cent of the beneficiary households were manbers 
of credit co-operatives as compared to only 5'5' per 
cent of non- beneficiary households. Thus, the menber­
ship ratio was higher among beneficiary households 
than among non- beneficiary households. 
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Education : The literacy ratio was also better among . 
be>'1eficiary households (85' per cent) than among non-
-beneficiary household::~ (72 per cent), 

Experienc~.of Farming : NO marked variation has 

been found regarding experience of farming between t~ 
categories of households. The proportion of respon­
dents w:i. th experience of farming for 16 years and 
above was higher among beneficiary households (64 
per cent) than among non-beneficiary households (5'7 
per cent). 

Caste Composition : A vast majority of the beneficiary 

(85' per cent) a~d non-beneficiary households (90 per 
cent) belonged to Sikh community. Jat claimed 13 per 
cent of the beneficiary households and 10 per cent of 
the non- beneficiary households. 

Age-group : The ratio in the productive age-group, 

i, e.· in the age group of 15' to 5'9 years, was higher 
among beneficiary households (88 per cent) than among 
non-beneficiary households (72 per cent), whereas the 
corresponding .f-i.gure for the age group 6o years and 
above was 12 and 18 per cent for beneficiary and . 
non- beneficiary·•households respectively. 
Land tise Pattern : 

Information regarding land use pattern during 
1979-80 among beneficiary and non- beneficiary house­
holds hav been presented in Table III, 2. The following 
conclusions may be noted from this table : 

In each facet of land-use pattern the beneficiary 
households were in a considerably better position 
than non- beneficiary households. In the case of bene­
ficiary households the average owned land, operational 

land and net cultivated land ~rked out to 7.20 hec­
tares,··?. 34 hectares and 6.05' hectares respectively, 



whereas the corresponding .figures for non- benefic.iary 
hoi.:seholds were 5. 5o hr·~tares, 5. 50 hectares and 4. 30 
hectares respectively • 

. The per household gross cropped area, .net :!.::r···:­

gated area and gross irrigated area was also consi­
derably higher among beneficiary households than 

among non- beneficiary households. 

The cropping intensity and irrigation intensity 

in the case of beneficiary households were 132.64 
per cent and 133.00 per cent respectively whereas 
the corresponding percentages for non- beneficiary 
households were 114. 13 and 114.77 respectively. 

Crcip Pattel'!! : 

:rata pertaining to crop pattern during 1979-80 
for beneficiary and non- beneficiary households have 
been provided in Table III. 3. The following conclu­
sions have been dra,m from 1!his table : 

The percentage of total area under cUltivation 
during kharif and rabi seasons was the same for 
beneficiary and non- beneficiary households. Sl.milaz'ly, 
the proportion of irrigated area in the total area 
under cuJ.ti vation was also more or less the same 
during respective seasons. l'b marked variations in 
the crop pattern of beneficiary and non- beneficiary 
households have been observed. 

The average area under American cotton, deshi 
cotton, sugarcane, sugarbit, gram and wbeat(crops with 
potential for using soil testing service)worked out to 
6.81 hectares in the case of bene :riciary households, 
the corresponding figure- for non-beneficiary househcblds 
being 4.10 hectares. 
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. To sm up the bE:nefici1:1.ry house.holds e!'ljoyed 
better position as compared to non- beneficiary 
households. 

II 

In this section, the coverage of sample house- · 
holds under different agricUltural extension programme 
and how frequently they approached different extension 
workers for their agricultural problems have been dis­
cussed. Moreover, the extent of awareness about soil 
testing service among sample households has been 
examined. An attempt has also been made to find out 
as to why the non- beneficiary households did not adopt 
soil testing service during 1979-BO. 
a) utilisation of AgricUlture mxtension SJrvice : 

--riitormation regarding ;COverage Of sample house-
, . ' 

holds under different items of .agricultural extension 
programme has been provided in Table III. 4. The 
following conclusions' have been dram from this table : 

Except in the case of ex"!;.~nsion programmes like 
Fiirmers Training Centre and erop Competetion the 
coverage of beneficiary households was relatively 
higher in all other programmes. The extent of coverage 
of beneficiary households under different· extension 
programmes was as follows : Visit to soil testing 
laboratory and other demonstration plots (67 per cent), 
visit to tehsil seed farm (63 per cent), Kisan Mala 
(55' per cent), .ABC demonstration plots (47 per cent), 
farmers demonstre:tion meeting (39 per cent) and trial­
·-cum-demonstration plots (27 per cent). In case of 
non- beneficiary households the proportions of house­
holds covered under different programmes were as 
follow : Visit to tahsil seed farm (45 per cent), 



~ 
\ 

visit to ABC demonstration plots (30 per cent), visit 
to soil testing laboratory (28 per cent), Kisan Hela 
(2) per cent), other dt...Jonstration plot (23 per cent), 
farmers' demonstration meeting (20 per cent) and 
trial-cum-demonstration farm (18 per cent). 

Table III.5 provides information pertaining to 
ho,·r frequently the sample farmers approached the 
different extension· workelrs. The conclusions drawn 
from this table are as follow : 

The proportion of households not· consUlting the 
extension workers was higher among non- beneficiary 
households as compar.ed to beneficiary households. This 
percentage of households not consUlting the extension 
workers was significantly higher in the case of . . . "' non- beneficiary households for l:MS ; DAO and .ASC. 

The village Leval '1\brker (VLW) is expected to 
pay frequent visits to villages. If we ado-pt the 
norm of at least 6 contacts or meetings with VLW 
during one year as ideal, then the percentage of 
b£ .eficiary households having atleast 6 meetings with 
VLW was as high as 70, the corresoonding figure for 
non-baneficiary households being 45 P''r c-ont only •. 

The frequency of contact witJlt~Wleer ;,!f',6;;~~~a~~reas­
ing in both types of .Pouseholdsi 'rfearlf b3 per cent 
of the beneficiary households had consuJ.tao_ .Assist,nt. 
Soil Chemist (ASC) "s compar-1d to 3D per cent for 
non-beneficiary houeeholds. Sevt:n out of the 12 non-
benE' ficia:ry hous"holds had r·."'!JO rt <)d OJ,.d contact 9 \•;i tl1 
.ASC ·as th(!ir soil ,.ras t-;sted prior to rr-ference year. 
B3tteL' contncts \•.:itiJ t ~ exce::Jsion \•TOX]{?XS in tbe case 
of ooth groups of households were pc-.rtly due to the 
Benor scheme which emphasized frequent visits to farmers. 
-------------------------*s.rs 

DAD 
.ASC 

= Subject Matter Soecialist' 
::: District .AgricUlture Officer» 
::: Assistant Soil Chemist 
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b) Awareness : An attanpt was mede to find out the 

knDl:.l·;Jd8? of sclectE:<d f:.I'!llers aJ:-od; th., existcnce'of · 
soil testing lc.borat0ry 1·:1 t be district and too tJrp-~ 

of arrangements made for such soil t?st. This infunne.­
tion has been. furnished in Table III,6, The following 
conclusions have been drawn from this table : 

The proportion of respondants having knowledge 
about the existence of soil testing laboratory in the 
district wa~ considerably higher among beneficiary 
households (98 per cent) as ·compared to non- beneficiary 
households (68 per cent). 

About 90 per cent of the beneficiary households 
knew the arrangements for getting soil t,sted through 

VLW, the corresponding figure for non-benefic.i.ary 
household being 33 per cc.'1t. Thus, aw-c.reness about· 
gettj_ng the soil tested through VLW ~1as no()r among 
non- beneficiary households. Ibwever, regarding the 
arranganent s for getting the soil tested directly by 
paying fees, there was no marked variation between 
the two groups of households. Such awareness about 
getting the soil tested directly by paying fees was 
also quite poor. 

c) Reasons for I'k>n-adoption : Table III, 7 provides 
_distribution of non-beneficiary households according 
to different reasons for not getting their soil tested 
during the reference year 1979-80 •. Various reasons 
suggested in order o~ th~ir importance were as follow: 
ignorance about .soil ·testing facUity (50 per cent), 
followed by no major problem in the soil (20 per cent), 
soil was tested prio_r _to reference year ( 17.5 per 
cent) non-availability of'VLW's service (7.5 per cent) 
and apathy towards soil testing service (5 per cent). 



III . j 

Ado-otion of Soil Testing Service by the 
Houseboids during 1979-80 

l33ne ficiary 
. ---

This section deals with ado:ption of the soil 
testing service by farmers with respect to crops 
covered, number of seasons covered, recurrence of 
soil samples, use level of fertilizer on so~.l t-:sted 
plots .and its impact on crop cultivation. In addition, 
the method of taking soil s;..mples and attitu,:ujopi11ion 
of tho beneficiary households n:gt,rclins soil testing 
service has also been discussed, . 

Crops covered : Table III.8 provides information on 

village-wise and crops-wise number of soil samples 
collected from beneficiary households. According to 
the record of soil testing laboratory,- there were in 
all 113 soil samples; but some plots were merged at 
t}Je farm level for taking the crops and as a result 
the t·otal number of plots thus arrived. at was 74 only~ 
It is revealed from this table that t~re were in all 
74 soil tested plots out o£ which 21 I>lots -were 
alioted to American cotton and 51 plots to wheat. 
Gram claimed only two plots. The average area per· 
sample for American cotton, wheat and gram was 2.1 
hect~res, 2.4 hectares and 1.7 hectcres respectively. 
T.hus1 tot.al area. as well ·average area per sample 
elaim.,.ci. by wheat was the highest followed by .American 
cotton and gram. 

. ' 

-------------------------. ·: . '; •. 

I~ Tables III.8, III.9, III.10 and III.11 the 
analysis of sdil tested plots has carried out 
as pe~ the crop ·pattern reported by the sample 
benefici~ry faillls, i.e •. ror 74 plots. . 

-. 



In Table III,9 details about distribution of 
b<:1ncfj.ciary households with respect to number of 
seasons covered, number of crops covert:Jd, recurrence 
of soil sample over number of years, reasons for ~ot 
covering entire land under soil testing ond their 
willingness to pay charges for soil testing have been 
furnished. The following 'conclusions can be dra1m 
from this table : 

,!!umber of seesons covered : J, large majority of t::O 

beneficiary households '(56) had sent their soil 
samples for one season only. It is surprising to note 
that in an area with better irrigation facility soil 
samples for two or more seasons were not taken by the 
sample beneficiary households. 

Number of crops covered : As many· as 56 beneficiary 

households had sent their samples only for one crop. 
When this question was discussed with the beneficiary 
households, they reported that if 'facility for testing 
zn, ~ and Ebrone is created, they would certainly go 
for soil testing for crops lilte sugarcu.ne, sugarbit 
and fodder, 

Recurrence of soil samples over number of rears : 

There were 36 sample beneficiary households who had 
sent their soil samples for the first time. About 20 
households had sent their samples for two times. Ol:ll.y 

two householc.s each had sent the samples for three 
and four times, ·Thus, about 4o ~wr cent of beneficiary 
houserolds 1r"'re not new to this service and this 
i~dicates their interest and faith have been sustained 
in the soil testing service. 

Reasons for not covering entir"' land under soil testing: 

Tbe reasons which were listed for not covering the 
entire axea under soil. testing, in order of their 
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importonce were as follow : no need for other crops 
(30), prefered alternate year (15), unawar0ness (6) 
and left to VLW (l~). one beneficiary re-ported lack of 

' ' 

irrigation facility as ·a constrain and four respon~ 

dant s did not give any reply. 

Willingness to pay charges for soil test~cng : This 

service is free at preset. An attempt \'lc.S m1.de to 
find out whether the fanners are willing to pay 
ch~,r::!'"S for soil testing s-:rvice. Out of 60 sample 
beneficiary households OnlY 4o had replied tci this 
question. From among those who had replied, 14 were 
ready to pay reasonable charges, 12 were ready to 
pay whatever charges, one beneficiary W'>S w:IJ.ling to 
pay Rs. 2 per S<t!!iple and 13 b<>neficiaries demanded free 
service. Thus, 45 per cent of the beneficiary house­
holds \v~Jre ready to pey either reasonable or •rlu-,tever 
charges that may be fixed for soil testing service. 
If token charge is levi~.:.d, then the financial 
strengency for this service can be ranoved to some 
extent. 

Ill.stribution of soil t·.stoo nlots as per .f:rt:IJ.izer 

use level : Table III.10 proVides bi-variate distri­

bution of village-wise soil tested plots according 
fertilizer use level. There were 74 soil tested plots. 
Fertilizer recommendation and act~~ application on 
these plots in tenns of N P K per hectare were 
compared. The soil tested plots in order to numerical 
importance were categorized as follows : Application 
of N P K was more on 29 plots and lower on 7 nlots. 
P K application tor-s more on 17 plots • .Application of 
N K was lo~;er on 8 plots. Application of N P was more 
on 4 plots and less on 5 plots. Thus, the above resUlts 
show that fertilizer application in tPnns of NPK on 
none of the soil tested plots was as pt.:r the recommen­
dation of soil testing laboratory. 



Use 2:.:!el of Fertilizer =-E~.E-_:ld Leve...!....9.!_Cl'<?~ ·: 

Ta:..le III.11 provides , -t.,.ils abo·.;i; 'r r.fo:l:'l<.>nce of 
differe~t crops on beneficiary and non-beneficiary 
f>.lD'·G. The crops selGct,.d fL•r co:~·,c,risi:Y: (for both 
tyPes of farms) are .American cotton, whe&t and grr.m 
because soil testing was re?ort ed by beneficiary 
households for these crops only. The conclusions 
dravm from this table are as follows : 

Except wheat the other tivo crops did not prove 
their s•.1p•-riority in tenns of yield for soil tested 
plots over either non-soil tested plots on benefic:tary 
fanns or on no!'!- beneficiary fa!'llls. 

The per hectare yield of wheat on so:i.l tested 
plots was 4023 kgs., i'l.i:el'G:JS corr:.Js!')onding figures for 
non-tested soil plots on beneficiary fanns and on 
non- beneficivry ftrms were 112'5 kgs. and 3136 kgs. 
respectively. The use level of rertili.zer and yield 
level did not reveal any trend but :it is.observed 
that for the respective package of nutr:J..ents like ., 
N p K or N P the yield 1_eve1 in value. te!'11s (consi.. 
dering main product and by-product together) w«s 
higher where the use level was lower than' where the 

use lt:vel ~lc.s bight•r. 

Method : Adoption of scientific m~,t r.dd for colle<:t.ing --the SOil S3.l:IpleS is equally im9ort~nt fo:r anal)l.si.S. 
Factors such as the average siz.e of the plot per soil 
sample, dept!l of soil sample, number of spots per 
soil sample, quantity of soil per soil sample, 
instrument used for soil sample collection are important 

for scientific analysis. 

Generally, .1 to 10 grams of soil is used for 
purpose of the chemical analysis. :rbw this sub-sample 
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can be said to be rep rea mtative if it has be>iln drawn 
fro_, 5'00 grems of compr ite s'"'ll:Pl<l (soil samples 
collected from 4 to 8 :places and then mixed up make a 
composite sample) from an arer, of 0. 5 hectare to a 
depth of 1 5' centim;eter ( l"IGighi11:r, ~,bout one million 
kgs. , it amounts to just one billion to hundred 
millionth of the total soil volume). lbnce it is 
necessary to examine the method of soil sn:·.mle 
collection for proper ev~l'ttat'ion of the pror,ramme, 
The soil test :~d plots report\_,d by SSI'L have be en 
considered for this analysis. There -were 113 such 
plots, According to the crop pattern reported by 
farmers some plots were merged by sample farmers and 
hence the total plots were 74. 

Average Size of th~ Tested Plots : Table III,12 

pro"liidEJs distribution of soil se-mples according to 
aver<-.ge size of the tested plots. A majority of the 
soil scunples (87) had coverud average size of holding 
of more than o. 6o hectare. Only 8 soil samples had 
awrage size of land which ws iess than the minimum 
required area, i.e. less than 0.50 hectare, 

!!:Jmber of Spotd in the F.l.eld : Table III. 13 provides 

information pertaining tq_ distribution of soil sm1ul::-s 
according to number of spots in the field per soil. 
sample, If 4 to 8 spots ill tbt:o field per soil sample 
are CO!lside rE'd as aceqv.att' for sciontific composite 
sample then all the soil samples (except 10) represen­
ted~- to 10 spots. Thus, majority of the soil samples 
represented fairly composite samples. There ~1ere six 
soil samples ·for whlch beneficiary coUld not reply 
reg::trding the number of spots represented per soil 
sample. 
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Quantity of Soil The ·data regnrding distr:!.butjo:i of 

soil s$iples according to quantity of son taken per 
sample have bee·n presented in Table III,14. A comuo­
si te sample weigh:).ng h~f a kg. of soil is considered 
s~ficient for analysis, Fbr a major:!cty of the soil 
samples (89) the qu,,n!;ity of soil ti.ken per sample 
was in the r::nge of 250 to 500 gms,, where.:.s for 18 
samples·the soil taken per sam;:>le 1•:;-·s· in the range of 
500-750 B!fiS, There wer~ 2 soil ~,c:J9l<:s for which 
beneficiary coUld not reply regsrding the quantity of 
soil tak~n 'per sample. on the wl:ole the· quantity of 
soil taken per sample was adequate, 

Tools Used : Table III. 15 provides information on 

distribution of soil tested :plo~s eccording to tools 
used for soil collection. The most commonly used 
instrunent teported wo.s Kassi, i, e, out of 113 soil 
samples, the soil sample was collected by Kassi for 
95 soil sample. Spade was used to collect soil for 
12 soil samples, The beneficiary househ~lds.poUl.d not. 
reply regar.ding tools used for 6 soil s<.>mp.les. 

Sampled Layer : Table III.16 provides infonnation 
_;...~---
regarding dist~"'.!. bution of soil samples according to 
depth per soil sample. The proper depth can be tcoken 
as plough ·depth, viz., 15 cnis. and more from the 
surface· according to tre tyPe of the crop. From among 
113 soil samples, excepting 6 soil samples for whl.ch 
beneficiary did not reply, all other soil S!<!':l!Jles 
were collected from surface soil layer ranging from 15 
ems. to 30 ems. Thus, improper soil depth \18.S not · 

reported in any case. 
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.Attitudes and Opinions, of' Balle f'ieiary Ibuseholds 

Regarding Soil Testing Service : -
It is hearteiu.ng to note that a maJority of the 

sample beneficiary households reported satisfact:Lon · 
for this serv1.ce and some of them had also g:i. vsn 
some usefUl suggestions fcir the improvement or' this 
service, They had also reported some problems for 
extension service as a part of soil testj_ng service, 

These aspects are covered here. 

The main source of information for soil testing· 
service among beneficiary households was VLW followed 
by other farmers and demonstration progrannnes, libr 
the majority of the beneficiary households the soil 
sample was· collected by VLW, :!'() beneficiary pad 
reported his ignorance about soil sample collection, 

. tf· ' . 
i, e, soil sample wns collected with his knowledge or 
in his presence or in the presence of his family 
members. 

The crux of the proplemis that arter sending 
the soil samples, majority of the beneficiary house­
holds were not conveyed the resUlts in time. This ···­
might. have har-pened because soil test reports might 
not have been despatched to VLW in time or VLW might 
have received the reports but may not -have .communica­
ted it to the farmers concerned, The beneficiary 
fanners -sugge-sted that the soil test reports ·shoUld 
be sent directly to them.· The VLW shoUld explain to 
them the resUlts suggested in the reports, .As a 
second alternative to avoid the delay i)1 sending or 
conveying the soil test results to the fannez:s, the , 
facility of the mobile van should be provided once in 
a season prior to sowing period so that soil test 
could be done in the presence ·or the farmers and the 
results could also be explained to them on the site, 



Out of 6o benefic1Ery houseoolds only three benefi­
cic:ry households had reported th~t soil test resUlts 
were not communicated to them by VLW. ResUlts of tb_, 
soil test reports wer& convey~d to others by VLW but 
they werG' r.ot conveyed in time. Moreover, it was also 
suggested that soil teat r•1Jo1"ts shoUld be made 

. self-expl<o~natory for the fc:rmers, i. "'· they should be 
as sjmple as possible in tenns of nutrients suggesto:-d 
to farmers because illiterate farmers cannot be 
expected to do mt:thematical conversion fc,r :!:Jarticular 
brand of f:1rtili ?.ur to b~ applied v.d. th reS!Jc;ct to 
suggestPd lC'vd of nutrients. 

As per present arrangement the VLW is supposed to 
explain these resUlts to the beneficiary farmers but 
majority of the beneficiary farmers could not avail 
the VLW' s service for this purpos·~. This again 
emphasises the noed to providing oohi.le n.!l facility 

in the villages. 

It was suggested that for the propagation of 
this programme, .ABC demonstration plots should be 
arranged year a.ft,:r year by rotation in the villages. 
The resUlts obtained on such ABC demonstration plots 
would automatically inspire the fanners to edopt soil 
testing service. Moreover, documentary films regHrding 
soil t<·sting service should also be shown to the 

farmers. 

It was also suggested that follow up of soil 
test recommeniation should be intensively taken Up 

by the laboratory staff itself :t.n tenns of sending 
the reports in time, in explaining the results an.d 
in providing technical guidance required for adopting 
soil test service. This "-''uld def.inateJ.y bring 
positive and encouraging resUlts for this service on 

th~! fe.!''!!ers .f.i. eld. 
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It was encouraging to note that some farmers 
we 'e not happy with th- existing facllHy ui~h the 
SSI'L. They demanded wore faciliti :s in terms of zn, 
Rl, Ebrone test required for sugarcane, sug,:rbit, 
fodder and wheat. In the absence of such facilities 
some of t':•-"n went to soil testing laborptory located 
at Ludhian.:. in Punjab. 
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Table III.1 

Basic' Ie.ta about B3i,~ficiary and n,h.;,:aeneficiary 
Ibuseholds during 1979-80 · · . --------------------------------------------.-----------· 

Particulars . B3nefi- · N>n- bene 
ciar~ ficiary 

-------------------------------------------~----------· . . 

Membershi~ of Credit 
Co-operat ~ Society • • 

Membe'r 49 22 
(81. 7) (55.0) 

: N>n-member 11 18 
( 18-3) (45'.0) 

Literacy : ' .. 
Illiterate 9 . 11 

:-· . ·: (.15.0) (27.5) 

Literate .. 51 . . 29 
(85.0) (72. 5) 

,. 
l!lxp..J rionce , 
of fanning : 1-5 years 7 5 ' . . (11.7) ( 12. 5') 

6 years & above 53 35 
(88.]). (87. ,, 

Ca~·te 
51 . 36 composition: Si~h 

(85.0). (90.0) 

Jat 8 4 
(13-3) (10.0) 

others 1 -{ 1. 7) 

Age-group • -15-59 years (8g~3) - 33 • C72S) 

· 6o years & above 7 7 
{11.7) {17.5) ----------------------~---------~----------·-----~-----­

' 
Note : F.Lgurcn. in brack'.ct; s :!.ndic:?ij•? ,:crcentage to 

total number of households in the respective 
group. 



Table III. 2 

Lane Use Pattern tor:r:on~ficiary- ~nd llbn-~nefici!·ry lbusehclds during 1979-80 ____________________________________________________________ ;.. _____________________________ _ 
-Sr. ParticUlars about land Benefici-ary households !Ibn- beneficiary h. hs. 
lib. Total area Average area Total area .Averag<:J area 

_ __ (Hects.) (Hects.) (!Sets.)· (Iilcts.) 
----------~--~---------------------------------------------------------~-------------------
1 owned - 431.75 7.20 220 .• 28 5.50 
2 Lease d-in 8. 5'6 o. 14 • 3 Operational holding 440.31 7.34 
4 Current falloi,- 77. 5'5 1• 29 
5'- Ili!J; cUltivated )62. 76 6. 05' 
6 - ' Area so\m more than once 118.42 1. 97 
7, · Gross cropped area lj81.18 8.02 

· 8 - ~et irrigated area . 344. :/3 5. 74 
9 Gross irrigated area 45'8~ 19 7.64 

'10 .Grop intensity 1)2.6lr 
11 .! Irrigation int en sit y ·· 133. 05' 

"-< ·-.t 

220.28 
lj8.'51 

171.91 ' 
24.29 

196.20 
164~ 42 
188.71 

1. 21 
4.30 
0.61 
4.90 
4.11 
4.72 

114. 13 
114.77 

V\ 
1\) 

. .. '- ~ 

~~-~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 -. , : 
. 9perational holding : Land owned + Leased-in land + Mortgaged-in land - Leased-out land -

· Mortgaged-out ·land. 



Table III.J 
., 

Crop Pattern for Benef'iciary and Non-Beneficiary lbuseholds during '19?9-80 
. . -· . - - . . . 

-------------------------------~--~-~--------~----.-----~~~~-~~---------------------------------
Season Name of the crop 

1 2 
. ~~- [., . . . , 

KHARIF .American cotton 

Deshi cotton 

Sugarcane 

Guvar 

Jowar fodder 

Bajri fodder 

Mung 

Green manure 

o'range matta garden 

Benef'iciary .. · · 
TOtal area %. of irri-

(Hects.) gated area 
with respect . 
t.Q total '. 
area under · · 
crop( ~ct s.) ·· 

3 

163.92 . 
(34.0?) . 
12.?2 . 
(2. 64) 
6.28 

. (1.31) 
21.84 
(4.5'4) 
16.1') 
.(3. 36> 

0.23 
(O.O')) 
0.69 . 

<o.14) 
2.?8 . 

(0.'5'0 

100.00 

100.00 

41. 2'5 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

Total area %of irrigated 
(~cts.) area with respect 
. ... . . 

'.'5?. 63 
(29. 3?) 

8.89 
(4. '53) 
1.96 

(1.00) 
10.40 
('5.3)) 

'5.98 
( 3· 0'5) 
0.23 

(0.12) 

-

to total area 
under crop . 

( H3cts. J 

100.00 

100.00. 
... 

10fP.OO 

?o.oo 

96.1'5 

100.00 

100.00 

V\ 
w 

Contd. •••. 



Table III. 3 Contd •• 
--·-,~----~2---------------------~3~-----..---------.~~-------.~--~-

KHARIF Total 22'+.61 93·?2 90.6~ 
(46.68) (46.20) ----------------------------------------------&m Wheat 

Gram 

Taramira 

Sarso 

Sugarbit 

..Pe.rsim fodder 

Jowar fodder 

&jko 

168.66 
(3$'.05) 

' 5',.67 
(1"1.5'7) 
···o 46 . ' 

{0. 10) 

24.913 
(5.19) ' 
. 1. j3 

'(0.28) 

lf-.50 
(0~94) 

0,6~ 
(0.1 ) 

0.23 
(0.0~)) 

100.00 ·, 

81f.. 86 
; , :-

:--

100.00 
' [I,· 

100.00' 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

67.42' 
(34. 36> 

100.00 

~-96 
( 1 • 25) 

85.19 

-
8.89 100.00 

( 4. 53) 
' • . 

0.23 . 100.00. 
.. {o •.. 12) . V\ • l _. . 

""'' ' 0~59 . 100.00' 
(0. 30) 

'' . ' 
0.46 100.00 

(0, 24) • ,,, 4 -··- • 

-· .. 
.. ' .. 

Total- -- - -- ---- - -2~6:""57 - - - 96:""5!; - - - -105:-55 ~ --- 96:-o8'- - -
' --- (;3.32) . - (53.80) '' '- ·- ' ' ' 

--------~------------~-----~------------~ Gross cropped area lt81.18 . 95'· 22 
(100.00) ' 

196.20 ' 
(100.00) 

--------------------------------------~-------------------·-----~------------·------------~ . Note : Figures in brackets indicate percentages to gross cropped area. 
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. Table III, 4 

Co>~Jrage of Cultivators under. Dl.fferent Items of 
ilgricultural Extension Programme duiing 1979-80 

------------------------------------------------------Sr. Item B:meficiary Ibn- beneficiazy 
No. N:>. % N:>. % 

1 Fanners' Training 
Cent:re 1 1.1 3 7S 

2 Fanners' .L1:-- ··; .:.:~ 

Campaign Shi bi r 2 3.4 1 2S 

3 Fanners' Tour 
Programme 6 10.2 4 10.0 

4 Fanners' Dlmons-
tration Meeting 23 38.5 8 20.0 

5 Crop Competetion 
1.7 2.5 Programme 1 1 

6 ABC Dlmonstration 
Plots 28 46.8 12 3).0 

7 Other Demonstra-
4o' 66.6 tion Plots 9 22.5 . 

8 Kisan Mela 33. 55.0 10 25.0 

9 Tehsil Seed Fann 38 63.4 18 45.0 

10 Trial-cum-
' 16 26.7 17.5 Dlmonst ration Farm 7 

11 Soil Testing 
40 66,6 27.'5 Laboratory 11 

12 Mobile Soil 
Testing Laboratory 3 5.0 1 -2.5 

13 overall 60 40 
(100.0) ( 100.0) 

-------------------------------------------------------



Tabl.e III, 5' 

D1£tribution of Cultivator· Fbuseholds According to Number of Times the IBcision-maker Consulted 
} ·.~.::.,·.,at. _Ext"· l.on i-.'orkers. during 1979-80 

---------- -------- ·~-··-·----_, __ -------- ---"":" -----------... ·----------------------------
l:V.of VilJ ·lt;':' kvE'l rbrkers & other Excens:i.on lt.l::rr~c:Jrs 
times -~- · -----~- ,., ____ ·- ·-·--------,~~-~~-----.--------

I..:.pefJ.d.:,,:r.y ·;.:m- ban: r.i.<?j '!.ry .: · · 
consul--::::-:-~--:-~-~·---_·---- -~-~-::---- -::::-:-:---,..,;:::::""'""-: c---.;---.,--____,""' 
ted VUI A:EiJ BID S:·i.S L~··.O ASC VLW AE:l BID 1::::·11:1·.' ·· ; Th';O J.SC 

1 

1 3 . 3 
(1.7) (5.1) (5.1) 

2 

3 1 10 '13 .. 
(1.7) (16.6) (21.5) 

3. 14 3 -. 
(5. i) (23.3) <5.1) 

4 

11 7 1 
(18.1) (11.6) (1.7) 

24 3 1 
(40.0) (5'.1) (1.7) 

6 

7 & 18 1 1 
above (30,0) (1.7) .(1.7) 
lbt 2 22 38 . 
consu- (3. 4) (36, 5) (63, 2) 
lted 

2 
(3,4) 

1 7 3 
(1.7) (11.6) (7.5') 

17 9 24 
(28.)) (15'.0) (40.0) 

10 5' :11• 
(16.6) (8.3) (18.4) 

1 
(1.7) 

4 
(6.7) 

2 
(5.0) 

1 
(2. 5') 

7 
(17.5) 

8 
(20.0) 

11 
(27.5) 

7 
( 17. 5) 

4 
(10.0) 

2 2 1; '' ; ·1 1 
(5'.0) (5.0) (2. ,., (2. 5) (2.5') 

2 3 1 . 
(5.0) (7.5) (2.:)). 

. r. 2 
:. (7.5) (5.0) 

9 8 7 
(22.5) (20.0) (17.5) 

' 4 8 
(1_0.0) (20.0) 

6 . 1 - 1 
<15.0) (2.5')' (2.5') - 1 

(2.5) 

1 -(2.5) 

1 .{. 
. -· - -. 

(2. 5) 
..: 

19 26 3D . 32 ;s 
(47. 5) (65.0). (75.0) (80.0) (70.0) 

. - - - - - - - - - - .;.. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ... _ - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~- - - -Total 6o 6o 6o 6o 6o 6o 40 40 40 40 40 · - 40 

~ 

(10o.o)(1oo.o)(ttoo.o)(1oo.o> C1oo.oH1oo.o) (1oo.o) (1oo.o)(1oo.o) (1oo.o> ··(100.0)(1oo.o) -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Note : F.igures in brackets indicate percentage to total number o:f households in respective group. 

VLW = Vill.age Level 'llbrkers, .AID = AgricUlture Extension Officer1 BID = 1ll.ock IBvelopment 
Officer, SMS = Subject Matter Specialist, DAD = District .AgriCUlture Officer, /lSC = 
.Assistant Soil Chelidst 



Table III,6 

Knowledge about ~lll'l!:rttXDxl;w;cmx«ix~ Soil Testing Service 

------------------------------------------------------------------------Sr. 
No. 

Subject of awareness 

1 Existence of soil testing 

2 

_laboratory in the district 

Arrangement for soil 
testing through VLW · 

3 . .Arrangement for soil 
testing· d1 rectly by 
paying fees 

4 Total number of 
cUltivators in the. sample 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 
No. % No. % 

59 98. 33. 67.50 

90.00 13 32.50 

8.33 3 7.50 

---------------------------------------------·-------------------------



Table III.? 

Distribution of Ibn-Beneficiary Ibuseholds According to Reasons for lbt Getting their 
Soil Tested During 1979-80 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Reasons lb. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1': ·:rgnorance about gr facility 

-....... 
20 "5'0.00 

2. :tbn-availability of VLW' s service 3 .. 7.5'0 

3· Apathy towards 
·' ·'. 

sr services 2 5'.00 

4. No major problen in soil 8 20.00 

'· Soil was tested prior to reference period 7 17. 5'0 

---- ------. :• 

'. 4o 100.00 
. ------- -~------------------------------------------------------------------------------

~ 



Table III~8 

B!.-variate Dl.stribution of Soil Tested Plots According to Crop and ViUage Illr1ng 1979-So 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------·--------------------Crop 18 z 19Z 9F 5'HH 8D 14Q Total 
., 

No. .Azea No. .Area lb. Area lb. Area lb. Area lb •. Area lb • Area 
{.bee.) -.. (bee.) (hec.) (bee.) -(he c.) , {hec.) (bee.) 

---------~-----------~--------------------------------------------------------------------------
.American 7 11.80 - ; 2 10.41 1 1.85' 11 18.28 - - 21 42.34 .. 

cotton ( 1.7) (5'. 2) (1.9) (1.7) (2.1) 

Wheat 11 22.67 13 24.~ 11 13.64 7· 14.12 1 3.00 8 i 45'. 34 5'1 123.06 
; . (2.6) (1.9 (1 .. 2) (2. 2) (3.0) (5'.7) (2.4) ,_ 

. V\ 
Gram . -- - - - 2 3.47 2 ].47 .,0 

( 1.7) (1.7) 
., 

'15'. 97 
• • 

Tar.AL . 18 {4. 47 13. 24.25 13 .21t..05 8. 12 21.28 10 lt8.81 71f. 168.87 
. 1.9) (1.9 (1.8. . (2.0) (1.8) (4. 9) (2. 3) 

. . 
-------------------------~-----~·------------------------------------------------------------

• As pez\: soil testirig laboratory, there were. in all 113 samples but as per crop pattern data 
some soil tested plots were merged for taking __ certain crops and as a resUlt it amounted to 
74 plots. · · _· ·. ._ . 

Note: Figures in brackets :f,ndi cate average area· covered _per soil sainple 
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Table III<9 
...... j- : . 

:r:etails about B3neficiary Ibusehol.ds Regarding 
Soil Testing Samples -

' . -----.. ---------------------.. -------------""1··---------Sr. ParticUlars about soil sample 
N:>. 

lb. 

' . 

2 

3 

Number .. of seasons covered ~ 6ne. . ' 
.. : ., ' -.·Two 

-:. •.:; 
' N\.mber of crops covered : one 

Jecurrence of soil samples: 
over no. of year.s 

- . ,_ 

Two 

one 
Twc) 

.Three·'· 
!'bur . 

56 
4 

' 
56 
4 

36 
20 

. 2 
2. 

4 Jeasons .for not eoverirl.g 
entire land under soil 
testing t -

!"' -

a) Alternate year 

b)' Unawareness 

c) It is left to VLW 

: .. 15' 
6 

~; 4 

d) N:> need for other: crops or plots 30 

e) Lack pf irrigation facility ''- 1 

f) No reply 4 

; Willingness to pay charges for 
soil testing : 
a) Jeaey to pay reasonable charges· 14 
b) Jeaey to pay whatever· charges '12 
c) Free service 13 
d) Rs. 2 per sample 1 
e) No reply 20 

---------~----------------·----------------~----------



Table III.10 
. . 

Bl.-variate Distribution of Soil Tested Plots According to Village and ~rtilizer Use Level 
. during 1979-80 . . --------------·------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Village . Category of plots according:to .fertilizer use 
NPK NPK PK .NP NP NK P Totai 
over below over ·over below below over 

--~-~-------------------------------~----------~--------------------------------~----:-------
18z- 11 1 4 2 18 

(61.1) <5'•6) (22. 2) (11.1) (100.0) 

19Z ·.3" 7 1 2 13 
(23.0) <5'3.9) (7.7) "(1').4) (100.0) 

9F 7 2 3 . 1 . 13 
(5'3.9) (1').4) (23.0) . (7.7) (100.0) 

')HH ·4 2 1 1 - 2 3 13 <l' 
( 30.8) (1').4) (7.7) (7.7) (1').4) (23.0) (100.0) .... 

8D 2 4 1 2 9 
-.. 

(22. 2) (44. 5') (11'.1) (22. 2) (100.0) 

14Q 2 - 2 1 2 1 . 8 
(25'.0) (2').0) ( 12. 5'> (2').0) C12o 5') ( 100.0) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ·- - - - - - - - -
Total 29 7 17 4 '5 

(J9.2) (9.'5) (23.0) ('5.4) . (6.7) 
8 4 ·74 

(10.8) ('5.4) (100.0) 

----------------------------------------------------------~-----------------------------------·,-. 
·-

rbte : F.l.guzes in brackets indicate percenta~ to.tot~·plots in a village. 



Table III.11 
• 

Datails about Ferformance of··nl.fferent Crops on B3neficiary• s and lbn-benef.'iciary' s Farms 
-------------------:----------p,efieHcfiir;-wrdi,.sofl-£es£ea·piofs-iiccorarng·£5..;1iHrnzer·u.se·----'Nc,ii: 
Crop Yield NPK · · NPK PK NP NP NK -p STP Over- Non- ~~ 

over below · over over below below over but all tes- ry -

.tmerican 
cotton 

Wheat 

Gram. 

kgs/h~ct. 

Rs./hect." 
Net return 

)::-

1232 
5014 

per rupee · .... 
investment(Rs.) __ 0,81 

Kgs./hect. 
Rs./hect. 
Net return 
pe·r rupee 
inve stment~Rs. ) 

Kgs./hect.­
Rs./hect. 
Net return 
per rupee 
investnient(Rs.) 

4226 
. _5'594 

1.71 

-

1527 
6886 

. 3.54 

4310 
57.16'( 

2-37 

-. 
-

. . 

134t 1273 
6093 5729 

···.. .. .. 
4304 ... ]663 . 3885 

.. 5753- 4821 5144 
2.62 1.49 2.19 

-

no ted 8 

use soil 
of plso-

. terti- t 
lizer 

- - " -1341 1528 1208 
.5856 

- -. 
. _:j634·- .3765 .. - -

·_;· . 

4705 1K3"22 -
1.0~ -. 2.04 ·. 

. 155'2 -
3259 
2.22 -

866 
2165 
1. 35 

1. 21 0\ 
- 1\) 

lfo23 3725 3116 
53)0 -
1.72 

1035 
25:JJ 
1. 66 

1151 847 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Table III.12 

Distribution of Soil Te'sted Piots .ACcording to · 
.Average Size of Testae Plots ·· · · 

-------------------------------------------------Average size of tested plots ~-
( Iticts.) . .. . . . 

~--~--------------
o.oo to 0.20 
0.21 to o. 40 
o.41 to o.6o 
o.61 to o.8o 
o.81 to 1.00 
-1~01 &. above 
Overall 

' 
--~ 

. 
8 

18 
·18 
10 
5'9 

113 

7. 00 . 
15'. 93 
15'. 9 3 
8.85' 

5'2.21 
100~·oo 

------------------------------------------------

Table III.13 

· nl.stribution of Soil-Tested Plots According to 
Number of Spots Iepresented · ·-. ~ 

---------------------~--------------------------Number· of_,spots COVE) red ~. % 
per .soil sample 

. ·~ . 
-~ ·i. -

~t knowing. ·, .. 6 
'· 31 

Three ,. 4 3.5'4 
Pbur· ·· ·· · ·· 18 1~.93 

F.l.ve 34 30.09 
Six 4o 35'.40 -
S3ven -
Eight 3 2.65' 
Nine · 
Ten 8 7.08 
. . .. - . 
Overall. 113 100.00 

------------------------------------------------
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·- ·-· - -
Il1stribut1on of Soil.Tested Plots According to 
Qu;;-nt1ty of Soil taken:··· .. . · · · · 
---------~----------------------------~~--·---------Qty. · · -- M:r. of·· . % 
(gms.) _, · ·. ' ' - . pJ,o"fl~~-
... ------------------ ----~-"":" -- -------·~"'!---- -~-- ---~-.~ 

N:lt knowing ' 2. 1. 77 
B:!low 250 4 - ' 3.54. 

250-500 89 78~76 ' 

500-750 18 - 15~93 . 
~ • ' I 

. ' : ,, 
750-1000 

'.I . ' 
Overall 113 100.00 -------------------------------------:.0.-.;.._.L.-------

Table III.15' 

lll.stribut1on ot Soil Tested Plots .Accord1ngJ;o 
Tools Used: · -- ·.---
-----------~-------..:.---~~-------...:-~---~:;;,; ......... .,::;; __ 
Tools . ·. Number of ·samples: · · 

-----------------~-~----;.-~~-~:~_;:.~~~:'-~.::~~-~.;--. . 
Not ImOwfng -- -6 - : =~ · · -· -~~5~'){; 
Pick axe 

' 
Slclde 

Plough share 

Kassi · 

overall 

·, 

12 

95 

113 

.. - . ,. 
·'·' '· ·-' ... '·.~-< 

84.0? ·~~ 

100~00 ':•: 

-----------------------------------------------~-



Table III.16 

Dl.st:ri bution of Soil Tested Plots A.ccord:l.ng 
to D:lpth of Sampled Layer 

--------------------------------------------D:lpth in em. from No. of samples 
the surface NO. % 

NOt knowing, 6 
'· 31 

Up to 1' 3' 30.97 

Up to 22 42 37.17 

Up to 30 30 26., 

Loose soil 

overall 113 100.00 

---·----------------------------------------


